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ABSTRACT
This dissertation research compared the efficacy of two delivery methods of 
psychoeducation for spider phobia. Handout Delivery (HD) presented the 
psychoeducation explicitly, so participants were aware their phobias were being 
addressed. Story Delivery (SD) presented the information implicitly, embedded within 
a fictional narrative, so participants were largely unaware their phobias were being 
addressed. SD was hypothesized to produce greater fear reduction than HD, due to 
Narrative Interference (NI), the tendency for rich narrative to compete with or alter 
readers’ semantic memory. The results suggest that HD reduces self-reported phobic 
cognitions, whereas SD reduces phobic responses to spider stimuli. SD produced NI 
across general and circumscribed retrieval contexts, whereas HD produced NI primarily 
in a circumscribed retrieval context. These findings might suggest that SD is a more 
robust and generalizable delivery method for psychoeducation. SD might be more 
efficacious because story readers are focused on building a rich situation model, and are 
therefore less likely to evaluate, resist, and reject the psychoeducation.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
One of the most common forms of mental illness is specific phobia, with current 
prevalence rates of 4.0% to 8.8%, and lifetime prevalence rates between 7.2% and
11.3% (Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders—4th ed., Text Revision; 
DSM-IV-TR, American Psychological Association). Specific phobia is defined in the 
DSM-IV-TR as marked, persistent, and unreasonable fear evoked by the presence or 
anticipation of discernable objects or situations. Various subtypes of specific phobia 
have been identified. Animal phobia, particularly toward spiders and snakes, is often 
regarded as the prototypical specific phobia (Sarlo, Palomba, Angrilli, & Stegano,
2002). Typically, the anxious reaction induced by the feared stimulus leads to 
avoidance behavior that significantly interferes with the individual’s functioning (DSM- 
IV-TR). For example, an individual suffering from spider phobia might refuse to 
venture outdoors for fear of encountering a spider. Within the home, the individual may 
experience difficulty sleeping or relaxing due to the prospect of encountering a house 
spider. The individual realizes that this anxiety is excessive and unreasonable (DSM- 
IV-TR). However, it has been estimated that only 30% of specific phobics have sought 
professional help for the problem (Magee, Eaton, Wittchen, McGonagle, & Kessler, 
1996).
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2Different treatments exist for specific phobia, with varied rates of effectiveness. 
Treatments emphasizing various cognitive, behavioral, and cognitive-behavioral 
techniques have been widely studied and applied (e.g., Booth & Rachman, 1992; Muris, 
Merckelbach, & de Jong, 1995; Ost, 1996a; Smith, Kirkby, Montgomery, & Daniels, 
1997; Thorpe & Salkovskis, 1995). One treatment, cognitive therapy, involves helping 
the patient identify maladaptive cognitions related to feared stimuli. The therapist and 
patient collaboratively seek to change the veracity of irrational thoughts based on more 
accurate estimations of the threat and severity of feared stimuli (e.g., Beck, Emery, & 
Greenberg, 1985; Ellis, 1962; Meichenbaum, 1977). Another treatment, behavior 
therapy, is based on the assumption that maladaptive behaviors should be directly 
modified, paying less attention to the underlying cognitive processes (McNally, 1995; 
Prochaska & Norcross, 2003). Behavior therapy involves directly addressing the fear 
and avoidance through exposing the patient to the phobic stimulus, thereby activating 
the patient’s fear, and persisting in the face of the stimulus until the conditioning that 
originally brought about the phobia is reversed (Foa & Kozak, 1986).
The boundaries between strictly cognitive and strictly behavioral therapies are 
sometimes blurred, in that cognitive therapies often lead to confronting the feared 
stimulus, and behavioral therapies often include psychoeducation and address biased 
cognitions during exposure. To the extent that cognitive and behavioral therapies have 
been compared as if orthogonal, researchers agree that behavioral therapies are more 
efficacious than cognitive therapies in the treatment of specific phobias (Antony & 
Barlow, 1998; McLean & Woody, 2001, Schmidt, Koselka, & Woolaway-Bickel,
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32001). Behavioral therapies have an excellent record of stand-alone efficacy (e.g., 
Antony & Swinson, 2000; Craske, 1999) and long-term effectiveness (e.g., Muris, 
Merckelbach, & de Jong, 1995; Ost, 1996b). Some researchers have even concluded 
that specific phobias are not at all treatable via cognitive therapies (e.g., Marks, 1987; 
Soares & Ohman, 1993).
One possible limitation of cognitive therapy is its explicit nature. Asking 
patients to explicitly evaluate and challenge their fearful cognitions might elicit 
resistance and doubt, which could interfere with the cognitive processing that is 
necessary for effective change. Behavior therapy might be more efficacious than 
cognitive therapy because of its implicit nature. If cognitive restructuring does occur 
during behavior therapy, it might be brought about when the patient reflects upon his or 
her exposure experience. This embodied cognition might not be as well defined as 
explicitly encoded cognitions. Consistent with this claim is the finding that fear-related 
cognitions decrease as a result of behavior therapy alone, without explicit cognitive 
restructuring (Chambless & Gillis, 1993). That is, patients’ fearful cognitions decrease 
without being explicitly (i.e., verbally) challenged. Implicit learning is defined as 
“learning complex information without complete verbalisable knowledge of what is 
learned” (Seger, 1994, p. 63). If implicit learning is indicated in the treatment of 
specific phobia, other methods of implicit learning should be tested.
The present dissertation offers a new and previously untested method of 
delivering corrective information for specific phobia called Story Delivery, in which 
patients read a story that is largely unrelated to the phobia, except for surreptitiously
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4embedded information that corrects common phobic misconceptions (e.g., corrective 
information about spiders). This implicit delivery method is thought to be efficacious 
for several reasons. First, because the story is largely unrelated to the phobia, patients 
should be less resistant to the corrective information. The goal of the narrative from the 
patients’ perspective is to entertain rather than to instruct. Patients are not aware that 
the narrative is meant to achieve a particular therapeutic goal. Second, the corrective 
information is embedded in a narrative involving protagonists. Patients focus externally 
toward the fictional characters rather than internally on their own thoughts. Third, the 
corrective information is salient neither to the story’s plot nor the patients themselves, 
and hence should not be emphasized in their minds as they read. Because of the 
implicit route of delivery, the corrective information should be incorporated through 
Narrative Interference, a process by which information from a narrative is encoded into 
semantic memory where it interferes with, or replaces, existing cognitions. Narrative 
Interference will be discussed more fully below.
The purpose of the present dissertation was to compare Story Delivery to a more 
explicit route of delivery in which the same corrective information was presented via a 
handout. The review below summarizes the cognitive literature relevant to Narrative 
Interference, and the literature relevant to the development, maintenance, and treatment 
of specific phobia. This leads to a rationale for the application of Narrative Interference 
to the treatment of specific phobia.
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CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE
Narrative Interference
Narrative Interference (NI) is a term that the present dissertation uses to refer to 
the phenomenon that information learned from narratives (e.g., stories, movies) affects 
the subsequent retrieval of real-world semantic memory (e.g., Gerrig & Prentice, 1991; 
Janit, 2004; Potts, St. John, & Kirson, 1989). This involves two primary memory 
systems: episodic and semantic memory. Semantic memory stores information about 
general factual knowledge whereas episodic memory stores memory of experienced 
events (Tulving, 2002). Typically when one reads a fictional narrative, the memory for 
that information resides in episodic memory. However, when NI occurs, information 
from the narrative interferes with semantic memory in one of two ways. One is that it 
slows retrieval of related information in semantic memory. The other is that it updates 
semantic memory by altering its content. For example, consider the statement uttered 
by a protagonist in a narrative: “chocolate does not cause weight gain.” When NI has 
occurred and the reader is later asked to evaluate the statement, it might take longer to 
dismiss it as false than if the statement was not read. Thus, the statement interfered 
with the retrieval of information regarding chocolate stored in semantic memory. 
Alternately, the reader’s belief about chocolate might change completely, in that she
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6might come to believe that chocolate is not fattening. Thus, the links between semantic 
and episodic memory are fluid and dynamic (Potts, St. John, & Kirson, 1989).
Anecdotal Evidence for the Existence of NI
A radio broadcast produced NI when a dramatization of H. G. Wells’ fictional 
story The War o f the Worlds produced widespread panic in New York and New Jersey 
(“Radio Listeners in Panic,” 1938). Despite the fact that the program was opened by 
Orson Welles, a popular radio voice in science fiction and horror genres, and despite the 
fact that three announcements were made during the broadcast stressing the fictional 
nature of the program, many people fled their homes in terror or called police and 
emergency services. One listener remarked that the program was “too realistic for 
comfort.” This would be an example of NI to the extent that viewers knew the radio 
broadcast was fiction but yet had reactions indicating that they believed it was true.
NI is evident when viewers of a scary movie flinch, scream, and cover their 
eyes, and when they remain scared long after viewing the movie. In a study by Sparks 
(1989), 50% of women and 25% of men reported enduring fear as a result of viewing 
scary media. Sparks, Spirek, and Hodgson (1993) found that viewers’ reactions 
included elevated free-floating anxiety, trouble sleeping, avoidance of certain rooms in 
the home, and avoidance of other scary movies. Harrison and Cantor (1999) found that 
movie viewers’ reactions correspond closely to the five DSM-IV subtypes of specific 
phobia. The most common subtype was blood/injection/injury (65.2%), followed by
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
strange noises and distorted images which were categorized in the other subtype 
(60.1%), situational (33.3), animal (11.6), and environmental (9.4%). The type of 
viewing situation that produced the most enduring effects was one in which the viewer 
(particularly a younger viewer) accidentally or unintentionally viewed a scary movie.
Besides anecdotal evidence, psychologists (e.g., Gerrig, 1993), literary theorists 
(e.g., Hochman, 1985), and writers (e.g., Coleridge, 1973/1817) have discussed various 
factors related to NI. Coleridge, in describing good fiction, claimed that readers 
suppress real-world evaluation and engage in the willing suspension o f disbelief. Gerrig 
(1993) noted that readers report having been "transported" from the real world to the 
story world. Hochman stressed that fictional characters take root in the text, but also 
transcend it in that they are interpreted in terms of real-life models, thus making fiction 
extremely lifelike. These observations are related to NI in that reading about a fictional 
world can result in a very lifelike representation, and that lifelike representation might 
be confused with semantic memory at a later time.
Learning Through Narrative
A fundamental assumption of NI is that clients and patients can benefit from 
reading texts about their disorders. In fact, psychologists have made extensive use of 
explicit, non-fictional narrative as a delivery method for corrective information. One 
example, psychoeducation, is the practice of imparting information to a patient and 
his/her family about aspects of the patient’s disorder, such as symptoms, possible 
etiology, and goals of treatment. Psychoeducation can be orally imparted, written, or
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8audio-visual. Another example, bibliotherapy, involves recommending that patients 
read book chapters or entire books related to their disorders (e.g., Beck & Emery, 1995; 
Clum, 1990; Greenberger & Padesky, 1995). Originally, therapists would select 
fictional texts for their patients, assuming that their patients would identify with 
fictional characters suffering from similar problems. Later, bibliotherapy was extended 
to include books and self-help manuals written to explicitly target disorders. 
Bibliotherapy for anxiety disorders teaches patients the basics of cognitive 
restructuring, recommends behavioral exercises like graded exposure, and provides 
adaptive coping strategies like breathing retraining and enlisting social support. 
Although bibliotherapy has not been the subject of much empirical investigation 
(Rosen, Glasgow, & Moore, 2003), about 68% of psychotherapists use bibliotherapy 
with their clients (Adams & Pitre, 2000). Bibliotherapy has been successfully applied 
in the treatment of anxiety disorders (e.g., Febbraro, 2004; Wright, Clum, Roodman, & 
Febbraro, 2000) with moderate-to-large effect sizes (Gould & Clum, 1993; Marrs,
1995).
Educators have long believed that students benefit from reading fictional 
narratives, since works of fiction are often incorporated into curricula (e.g., Dubeck, 
Bruce, Schmuckler, Moshier, & Boss, 1990; Smith, 1993). For example, a history 
course might include prescribed reading of The Killer Angels (1987) by Michael Shaara 
to help students understand the civil war, and an abnormal psychology course might 
include a reading of The Three Faces o f Eve (1983/1957) by Thigpen and Cleckley to 
enhance students’ understanding of dissociative identity disorder.
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fiction into semantic memory (e.g., Gerrig & Prentice, 1991; Janit, 2004; Lewis & 
Anderson, 1976). Participants in a study by Marsh and Fazio (2006, Experiment 1) 
persisted in answering general knowledge questions using information from stories they 
had read, despite warnings about the fictional nature of the stories. In Experiment 2, 
Marsh and Fazio administered 6th grade rather than 12th grade stories, thereby reducing 
participants’ cognitive load while reading. However, this did not decrease participants’ 
reliance on story information when answering general knowledge questions. In their 
third experiment, Marsh and Fazio slowed reading rate by asking participants to detect 
errors in each sentence they read. This reduced, but did not eliminate, participants’ 
suggestibility to the stories they had read. These findings demonstrate readers’ 
difficulty treating fiction for what it is—false in relation to the real world.
NI produced by fictional narrative is counter-intuitive because when a reader 
knows that the source of information is fictional, one would think she would tag it as 
false when first encoding it. Thus, NI in response to a fictional narrative represents a 
failure on the part of the recipient to evaluate and then compartmentalize information 
learned in the context of fiction. This type of NI—fiction-driven NI—was the primary 
focus of the present dissertation, because it is the mechanism underlying Story Delivery, 
the treatment tested in the present study. Story Delivery is described in more detail 
later.
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Empirically Measuring NI
NI has typically been measured using cognitive performance tasks. One task, 
the sentence verification task, requires participants to press either a True or a False key 
in response to a sentence that appears on a computer screen. This allows researchers to 
measure explicit beliefs about the veracity of the statements, as well as the time taken to 
evaluate the veracity. The sentence verification task is based on the assumption that, 
when information encoded from a narrative interferes with semantic knowledge, 
subsequent retrieval of that semantic knowledge is affected in some way. For example, 
readers who recently read that “most fathers spend more time with their children than 
mothers” might be momentarily confused when asked to evaluate that proposition in a 
sentence verification task. They might undergo time-consuming cognitive processes to 
resolve the confusion before responding correctly, or bypass the correction process and 
simply respond incorrectly. Thus, NI can occur in two ways: (a) It can slow the 
retrieval of affected semantic knowledge (i.e., response latencies), or (b) it can have a 
more robust effect on semantic memory, resulting in changes in overt behavior (i.e., 
decreased accuracy). The sentence verification task is a standard measure of the 
retrieval of knowledge from semantic memory (Collins & Quillian, 1968).
Cognitive Processes Involved in Fiction-Driven NI
Several cognitive processes have been implicated in NI. They are not mutually 
exclusive, and therefore they could be used in combination when explaining NI.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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Fiction-driven NI has often been explained as an encoding error. Ideally, 
fictional information should be encoded into episodic memory so as not to be confused 
with generalizable semantic knowledge. However, fictional information is sometimes 
mistakenly encoded into semantic memory, thereby competing with or replacing 
semantic knowledge. According to Potts, St. John, and Kirson (1989), when new 
information is incorporated, it becomes integrated with the main body of semantic 
knowledge. For example, upon hearing in 2005 that Pope John Paul II died, semantic 
memory should be updated with that fact. In contrast, when information has been 
compartmentalized, it has been encoded into episodic memory and not semantic 
memory. For example, when reading a fictional story in which Pope John Paul II is 
alive in 2008, the reader’s semantic memory should not be updated with that fact.
Potts et al. (1989) examined two processes involved in the encoding of new 
information: incorporation and compartmentalization. They assumed that because 
incorporated information is a part of semantic memory, it can be retrieved quickly in a 
variety of contexts (Tulving, 2002). For example, it is easy to recall that George W. 
Bush is the president, even when the topic under discussion is unrelated—e.g., favorite 
ice-cream flavors. In contrast, compartmentalized information is a part of episodic 
memory, and therefore takes longer to retrieve out of context. For example, the source 
of the sentence, “With great power comes great responsibility” might take time to 
retreive, assuming that one has read the original document. One must first retrieve the 
relevant episodic memory compartment for Stan Lee's (1998/1962) fictional story, The
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12
Amazing Spiderman. However, if the context is already explicit—i.e., the discussion at 
hand is about Spiderman—the source of the phrase is instantly available. According to 
Potts et al. and Gerrig and Prentice (1991), when false story information encoded into 
episodic memory (e.g., a character remarks, “Coffee will sober you up when you are 
drunk”) is presented later in the context of discussing the story, judging its truth value 
would be relatively fast. The reader would be primed by the story and thus instantly 
aware of the statement’s falsity. However, if such information were mistakenly 
encoded into semantic memory, when presented in a general-knowledge context (e.g., 
discussing alcohol intoxication), judging its veracity would be slowed. Semantic 
memory, which typically holds that drinking coffee does not increase sobriety (Janit, 
2004), would have been updated with the competing alternative, “Coffee will sober you 
up when you are drunk.” Responding correctly would entail time-consuming cognitive 
processes.
Beliefs about Narrative Veracity
A priori instructions about the veracity of a narrative have been shown to affect 
the degree of NI the narrative produces. Potts et al. (1989) found that readers who 
believe they are reading a fictional account tend to compartmentalize story information 
into episodic memory, whereas readers who believe they are reading a factual account 
tend to incorporate information into semantic memory. In Experiment 1, Potts et al. 
told readers that the story they were about to read was either factual or fictional. 
Participants read a story about the habitat and ancestry of an endangered species of bird
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called the takahe. Participants were then given a sentence verification task in which 
they read sentences pertaining to the story. They were asked to judge the real-world 
truth-value of these sentences and to press either a True or a False button as quickly as 
possible. Participants’ RTs were measured. Within subjects, retrieval context was 
manipulated by presenting the sentences among story-related filler sentences {story 
context) and general-knowledge filler sentences {non-story context). Between subjects, 
the non-story context pertained either to animals or to machines. Potts et al. found that 
in the story context, participants’ RTs were quicker in the fictional than in the factual 
condition. They concluded that in the fictional condition, participants had 
compartmentalized the story into episodic memory and could therefore respond quickly 
when primed by story-related information. In addition, participants in the fictional 
condition displayed slower RTs in both non-story contexts than participants in the 
factual condition, indicating that they had not incorporated story information into 
semantic memory. Potts et al. named this general finding the context effect: longer RTs 
when story information is retrieved out of context than in the context of the story. 
Participants in the factual condition exhibited a much smaller context effect. Their RTs 
were shorter in the animal-related context than the group who were led to believe that 
the story was fictional. According to the authors, participants “believed” the story when 
they were told it was true, and directly incorporated the information into animal-related 
semantic memory.
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Source Memory
Potts et al.’s context effect (above) assumes that participants, once informed of 
the factual or fictional nature of the narrative, remain certain about it throughout the 
reading and retrieval process. However, readers sometimes fail to effectively monitor 
the source of information, producing errors such as illusory truth (Begg, Anas, & 
Farinacci, 1992) and eyewitness susceptibility to misinformation (Lindsay & Johnson, 
1989). Readers are often unclear about whether the source of their semantic knowledge 
is factual or fictional (Green & Brock, 2000), and readers sometimes believe the facts 
they learn from a fictional narrative were known to them prior to having read the 
narrative (Marsh, Mead, & Roediger, 2003). Readers tend to rely on information they 
read in a fictional story even when they are explicitly aware of the fictional source of 
the information (Marsh et al., 2003), even when they are warned about the fictional 
nature of the information, and even when they are forced to slow their reading rate and 
scan for misinformation (Marsh & Fazio, 2006).
Representation of Information
NI might be a function of a more complex memory representation than the 
semantic vs. episodic memory dichotomy. Potts et al. (1989, Experiment 3) 
investigated two models that could explain how incorporated and compartmentalized 
information is represented in memory. The Structural Model suggests that 
compartmentalization is a structural separation of fictional information in memory, 
while the Context-Directed Search Model posits a single structure with tags that
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connote varying degrees of accessibility, depending on context. To test these models, 
Potts et al. used a lexical decision task in which story words and non-words were 
presented on a computer screen. Participants were asked to decide as quickly as 
possible whether they were real or made-up words. A word prime appeared briefly on 
the screen before each target word was presented. The amount of time that the word 
prime appeared was made extremely short, so that it would presumably activate either 
the story context or the non-story context implicitly. In a story-related retrieval context, 
the effect of priming suggested the presence of a newly created semantic network with 
superordinate nodes (e.g., bird facilitated RT to takahe). In a non-story retrieval 
context no such effect was found. These results, according to Potts et al., support the 
Structural Model. The compartmentalization of new information seems to entail a 
structural separation between old and new information, and the formation of distinct 
new superordinate nodes (e.g., bird) for story information.
Content of Target Propositions
A proposition is a single idea that can be either true or false (Anderson, 1983). 
Research has shown that the type of proposition embedded in a narrative produces 
differing amounts of NI. Gerrig and Prentice (1991) distinguished between two types of 
propositions: context details and context-free assertions. These two proposition types 
differ in how closely linked they are to the situation model (Johnson-Laird, 1983; Van 
Dijk & Kintsch, 1983), which is the reader’s representation of the situation described in 
a story. Context details are propositions that describe the causal, temporal, or spatial
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dimensions of a story, and are therefore closely related to the situation model (e.g., “We 
are in New York”). Context-free assertions are tangential remarks of a more general 
nature, and are less central to the situation model than context details (e.g., a story 
character makes the false tangential remark, “Some forms of mental illness are 
contagious”). Gerrig and Prentice proposed that these two proposition types exist on a 
continuum in terms of how closely they relate to the situation model, rather than being 
completely dichotomous.
In Gerrig and Prentice’s (1991, Experiment 1) study, participants read a fictional 
story containing context details and context-free assertions, all false in relation to the 
real world. Participants then performed a sentence verification task that involved no 
priming for retrieval context. Participants’ RTs to context-free assertions were slower 
than those of a control group who read an unrelated story containing no target 
propositions. Gerrig and Prentice concluded that participants’ RTs were slower because 
they had mistakenly incorporated context-free assertions into semantic memory, and 
they underwent an additional cognitive process when subsequently evaluating the 
information. RTs to context details (e.g., “We are in New York”) were not different 
from the control group’s RTs. Therefore, a context detail such as a New York backdrop 
does not confuse readers about where they are, and therefore does not produce NI. 
However, a context-free assertion about mental illness is a source of NI. Gerrig and 
Prentice concluded that context-free assertions retain features of both incorporation and 
compartmentalization. They suggested that information read in a fictional narrative
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does not replace existing information in semantic memory, but may coexist with it as a 
competing alternative.
Janit (2004) replicated Gerrig and Prentice’s (1991) methodology. He 
embedded context details and context-free assertions in a short story. Janit found that 
context-free assertions produced more NI than context details, thereby replicating 
Gerrig and Prentice’s findings. Janit speculated that context-free assertions are more 
prone to fictional interference because the reader cannot easily connect them to the 
situation model of the story during encoding. Without a strong link to the situation 
model, the source of a proposition could decay. Because readers are thought to tag 
information as true by default (Gilbert, Krull, & Malone, 1990; Grice, 1975; Spinoza, 
1982/1677), readers at retrieval may not be able to recall that the source of the 
information is fictional. They therefore believe it is true semantic information.
Retrieval Context
As discussed above, Potts et al. (1989) showed that retrieval context affects NI. 
Participants displayed greater NI when asked to retrieve story information out of 
context than when primed with the story context. As mentioned earlier, this general 
finding was termed the context effect. Gerrig and Prentice (1991, Experiment 2) used a 
sentence verification task similar to that of Potts et al. to examine NI. They presented 
target propositions within blocks of story-related and general knowledge priming 
sentences. Gerrig and Prentice found that the story context facilitated RTs to all target 
propositions, and that participants who began with story context priming generally
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outperformed those who began with general-knowledge priming. However, in Janit’s 
(2004) study, both the general knowledge context and the story-related context 
produced NI. Collectively, these findings indicate that NI most often occurs in the 
absence of story priming. That is, NI most often occurs in a real-world general- 
knowledge context, where people are not artificially primed to recall the fictional source 
of the information.
Veracity of Target Propositions
It is commonly assumed that true information (i.e., information consistent with 
what we believe about the real world) is easier to process than false information. 
According to Grice’s (1975) maxim of quality, people assume that others are truthful 
rather than misleading. In Grice’s view, people are predisposed to give and receive true 
information rather than false information. Spinoza (1982/1677) argued that new 
information is not tagged as false until effortful evaluation occurs. Rather, our default 
response to new information is to accept it and tag it as the truth—to incorporate it into 
semantic memory. This position stands in contrast to Descartes’ (1984/1641) claim that 
unevaluated information remains neutral in terms of its veracity, until it is evaluated. 
Gilbert, Krull, and Malone (1990, Experiment 1) tested these opposing models by 
asking participants to read and learn the definitions of unfamiliar terms. After reading 
each definition, participants were told whether the definition was true or false.
However, participants were sometimes interrupted by having to respond to a buzzer, 
thereby minimizing their ability to deeply process the veracity information. Participants
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then performed a verification task in which they were asked to judge the veracity of the 
definitions they had seen. Gilbert et al. (1990) found that interruption caused false 
propositions to be misidentified as true more often than true propositions were 
misidentified as false. This is consistent with Grice’s maxim, and is evidence for the 
Spinozan perspective in that information was typically tagged as true when it was not 
thoroughly evaluated. Gilbert et al. (1990) also reported that RTs to the buzzer were 
slower when interruptions occurred after false definitions than after true definitions.
Gilbert et al. (1990, Experiment 3) restricted the amount of reading time allotted 
per item, permitting enough time for comprehension but not evaluation. During the 
verification task, false sentences were mistaken as true more often than true sentences 
were mistaken as false. When reading time was longer, affording enough time for the 
evaluation of each sentence, no such difference was found. This finding could offer 
even more support for Spinoza’s hypothesis, in that the processing of false information 
appeared to consume more time and cognitive capacity than the processing of true 
information.
Reader Familiarity
NI appears to be a function of the reader’s familiarity with the setting or 
backdrop of the story. When reading a story set in one’s own home town, one might 
have thoughts like, “Wait, the Pizza Hut is not downtown; it is near the psychology 
building.” Prentice, Gerrig, and Bailis (1997) called these thoughts participatory 
responses or p-responses. P-responses are mental reactions to story content. Prentice et
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al. (1997) found that p-responses were more evaluative when readers were familiar with 
the story setting. They asked college students to read a fictional story that was set on 
their own college campus or on an unfamiliar campus. As with Gerrig and Prentice
(1991), the story contained a number of context-free propositions (e.g., “Aerobic 
exercise strengthens/weakens your heart and lungs”). Readers were then asked to rate 
the real-world veracity of these propositions on Likert scales. Prentice et al. found that 
readers evaluated the veracity of the propositions more accurately when the story setting 
was their own college campus than when the setting was an unfamiliar campus. Thus, 
unfamiliarity with the story setting appears to increase NI.
Cognitive Load
Cognitive load refers to the load placed on working memory during problem 
solving (Sweller, 1988). Reading can be considered problem solving to the extent that 
it involves constructing a situation model, evaluating narrative information, and 
effectively encoding it into long term memory. Because working memory holds only 
seven (plus or minus two) items or chunks of information (Miller, 1976; Simon &
Chase, 1973), its capacity is often saturated when reading. The reader holds as many 
parts of the narrative in working memory as possible, in order to construct the richest 
possible situation model. The reader also invokes a priori beliefs (e.g., Prentice,
Gerrig, & Bailis, 1997) and invokes empathic reactions (e.g., Zillman, 1991, 1994).
The reader must also spare some working memory capacity for evaluating the 
information and effectively encoding it (e.g., Gilbert, Krull, & Malone, 1990). During
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retrieval, the reader must also invoke the retrieval context (e.g., Potts, St. John, & 
Kirson, 1989). Given the limitations of working memory and the number of factors that 
must be invoked, it is not surprising that NI occurs. The cognitive load explanation of 
NI not only assumes that readers’ working memories are saturated; it also assumes that 
readers tend to forfeit evaluative capacity in favor of rich narrative representation.
Literary Correlates of NI 
Reader Affect and Involvement
Studies by Gerrig (1989) and Janit (2004) have shown that suspense and high 
levels of reader involvement increase the likelihood of NI. Gerrig asked participants to 
read short paragraphs about well-known topics (e.g., George Washington’s election as 
the first president of the United States). Participants were interrupted while reading, 
and asked to verify a false target sentence (e.g., “Washington was not elected the first 
president of the United States”). When the target sentence was presented immediately 
after a peak in suspense that called into question the real-world outcome of the event 
(e.g., “Washington wanted to retire, and wrote that he would be unable to accept the 
nomination”), readers’ RTs were slower than when no suspense was present. 
Presumably, content that creates uncertainty and suspense momentarily interferes with 
evaluating the truth value of subsequent sentences.
Janit (2004) investigated whether stories that promote high reader involvement 
and affect would produce more fictional interference than less involving and emotional 
stories. Both of these variables were manipulated by altering aspects of the narrative
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used in Janit’s study. Involvement was operationalized as readers’ identification with 
story characters. Strong identification with story characters was achieved by presenting 
protagonists that were likeable, interesting, and similar to readers, and antagonists that 
were immoral and antisocial. Affect was operationalized in accordance with Structural 
Affect Theory (SAT; Brewer & Lichtenstein, 1982), which suggests that optimal levels 
of suspense, surprise, and curiosity elicited by a story maximize readers’ affect.
In Janit’s (2004) study, the story version that produced the most NI was the high 
involvement story, in which the protagonists were likeable and the antagonists were 
despicable. Thus, readers felt both empathy and counterempathy. Zillmann (1994) 
defined empathy as the concordance of affect between readers and story characters, 
whereas counterempathy is the lack of such concordance and is negatively valenced. 
Likable and unlikable characters can generate equally high levels of involvement, 
whereas characters to which readers are indifferent make the overall reading experience 
emotionally flat (Zillmann, 1994), undermining the process of NI (Janit, 2004). 
Protagonists that are well-liked evoke positive affect and increased empathy in readers, 
who then wish them good fortune. For example, in Kurt Vonnegut’s (1961) Mother 
Night, readers hope that the protagonist, Howard Campbell, an American spy during 
World War n, is recognized by America as a hero rather than convicted as a defector. 
Conversely, antagonists evoke negative affect and counterempathy in readers, who wish 
misfortune on them. For example, in Emily Bronte’s (1994/1847) WutheringHeights, 
readers despise Hindley for keeping Heathcliff and Catherine apart, and they feel glad 
when he is disinherited.
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Janit (2004) concluded that strong identification with fictional characters leads 
to high involvement in the story, thereby producing fictional interference. Metz (1982) 
proposed that readers engage in a process of identification with the protagonist, and not 
the antagonist, in that readers monitor a protagonist’s goals more closely than an 
antagonist’s goals. Horton and Rapp (2003) found support that readers identify with the 
protagonist, in that the availability of story objects in readers’ memories was a function 
of whether such objects were within the protagonist’s visual field. However, research 
by Magliano, Taylor, and Kim (2005) suggests that movie viewers monitor characters’ 
goals based on their centrality to the story at any given moment, rather than on how 
strongly they identify with a given character’s role. That is, viewers monitor an 
antagonist’s goals more strongly than protagonist’s goals when the antagonist is more 
prominent.
Readers’ Perceptions of Story Characters
The relationship between the reader and the fictional characters appears to be 
highly debated among literary theorists and psychologists (Bortolussi & Dixon, 2003). 
In the traditional view, readers treat literary characters as analogues of real people, in 
that characters are assumed to have fully developed, coherent personalities. In this 
view, readers’ reactions to fictional characters resemble their reactions to real people. 
Readers use real-world knowledge in understanding fictional characters, interpreting 
fictional interactions, and forming cohesive situation models (e.g., Chatman, 1972; 
Pavel, 1986). Other theorists have rebelled against the “psychologizing” involved in
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traditional literary theory. One such theorist, Margolin (1989), described fictional 
characters as “ontologically thin.” That is, interpretations of literary characters are 
more ambiguous than those of real people because they are somewhat incomplete and 
discontinuous. Margolin also proposed that readers cannot apply real-world knowledge 
if it clashes with fictional content. Hamon (1977) proposed that fictional characters 
could be described through semantic analysis. He devised semantic axes for characters 
(e.g., gender, origin, ideology), categories for character functions (e.g., order, reception 
of help, reception of information, victorious combat), and other semantic markers. 
Hamon’s view was that readers construct characters according to a complex semantic 
checklist, a process that evolves slowly over the course of reading.
One could argue that people use Hamon’s (1977) checklist approach when 
getting to know real people as well as fictional characters. Bortolussi and Dixon (2003) 
pointed out that, like fictional characters, real people are not known to each other in 
their totality. Information about real people is discontinuous and incomplete, and many 
aspects of real people’s lives are unknown, even to those closest to them. In fact, 
fictional characters may have more unity and consistency than real people, making them 
even easier to know and understand than real people. Thus, from a cognitive 
perspective, readers mentally represent real people and literary characters in similar 
ways. Readers seem to assume that they will encounter real-life characters in stories, 
and they actively fill in “gaps” in their mental representations to produce lifelike literary 
characters. Janit (2004) commented that this lifelike representation of fictional 
characters might promote NI.
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Cognitive Processes Involved in Anxiety
Hypothesizing about the mechanism of NI as a treatment for anxiety first 
requires a review of research and theory in the area of anxiety-related cognitive 
processes and treatments.
Cognitive Biases
Beck, Emery, and Greenberg (1985) proposed a cognitive theory of anxiety in 
which anxious patients have cognitive biases that serve to maintain their disorders. 
Anxious individuals, according to Beck et al. (1985), exhibit selective attention toward 
threat, and a tendency to interpret ambiguous stimuli as threatening. In essence, 
patients suffering from anxiety disorders are in a vulnerability mode, a state in which 
they are anxious and fearful. Anxious individuals tend to activate maladaptive 
cognitive schemata through which they perceive, encode, and retrieve information as 
overly threatening, and through which they selectively attend to potentially threatening 
stimuli. Schemata are theoretical memory structures that filter and influence the way 
information is processed (Anderson, 1990). While everyone has schemata for danger, 
such schemata are usually only activated when real danger is encountered. However, in 
patients with anxiety, these schemata are activated much more often, and in response to 
a wider, less dangerous range of stimuli (Beck et al., 1985).
Beck et al.’s (1985) cognitive theory has been supported by research 
demonstrating that anxious patients do selectively attend to threatening stimuli (e.g.,
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Mathews & MacLeod, 1985, 1986), and tend to interpret ambiguous stimuli as overly 
threatening (e.g., MacLeod & Cohen, 1993). Beck et al.’s idea of biased threat 
schemata has been expanded upon by subsequent theory and research. For example, 
recent cognitive models posit that biased threat responding is due to illusory 
correlations between threat-related stimuli and aversive outcomes (e.g., Kopp, Altmann, 
& Hermann, 2003; Pauli, Montoya, & Martz, 1996). Two main types of cognitive bias 
have been identified. Expectancy bias is the tendency to perceive disorder-relevant 
stimuli, compared with disorder-irrelevant stimuli, as more likely to have an aversive 
outcome. Covariation bias is the tendency to perceive much higher contingencies 
between threat-related stimuli and aversive outcomes than would be expected from 
nonanxious individuals. It has been suggested that the pairing of feared stimuli with 
aversive outcomes is processed more extensively by anxious individuals, leading to 
ever-increasing association strength, and thereby maintaining the disorder (Tomarken, 
Mineka, & Cook, 1989).
According to Beck et al. (1985), the dysfunctional schema of an anxious 
individual contains a set of dysfunctional beliefs about the likelihood and severity of 
future dangerous encounters. For example, a patient with panic disorder might believe 
that the likelihood of having a panic attack at the movie theater is extremely high, and 
that the severity of such an attack could be fatal. A patient with a specific phobia such 
as fear of flying might believe that turbulence means the onset of a highly likely and 
fatal crash. Research has demonstrated that anxious individuals, when compared with 
nonanxious individuals, tend to more often categorize stimuli according to a threat-
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based cognitive dimension. For example, participants with spider phobia assign more 
cognitive weight to threat-relevance than nonphobics, and tend to “stretch” the threat- 
safety dimension when making judgments. That is, spider phobics not only rate spider- 
related stimuli as overly threatening, but they rate fear-irrelevant stimuli (e.g., a rabbit 
or a flower) as overly safe (Cavanaugh & Davey, 2000, 2001, 2003).
Emotional Processing
Similar to Beck et al. (1985), Foa and Kozak (1986) proposed that fear is 
represented cognitively in memory structures or schemata. According to Foa and 
Kozak, a fear structure differs from a regular stimulus-response structure in memory 
due to (a) the presence of “excessive response elements” (p. 21) such as physiological 
arousal, (b) the meaning associated with the stimulus, and (c) resistance to modification. 
Foa and Kozak suggested that a fear structure is comprised of associations between 
three types of propositions (i.e., nodes) in memory: the stimulus (e.g., a spider), the 
response (e.g., preparing to escape), and the meaning. In a fear structure, the meaning 
typically includes the unrealistic negative valence of the stimulus, the unrealistic 
estimate of threat, and the notion that escape is the only way to reduce anxiety.
A fear structure comes into existence when an individual is confronted with a 
stimulus (e.g., a spider) long enough to experience increased heart rate, respiration, and 
other autonomic arousal. The individual responds (e.g., escapes the situation) and 
experiences a decrease in arousal. A new meaning becomes associated with the 
stimulus-response structure (e.g., “Spiders are dangerous, and escaping them makes me
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feel better”). The fear structure is strengthened and maintained through subsequent 
similar experiences, and the likelihood of continuing to fear and escape from spiders 
increases. Because escape and avoidance are the default behaviors, the individual 
typically never receives discontinuing evidence for the fearful meaning that has been 
constructed.
Foa and Kozak (1986) proposed that exposure to information incompatible with 
the fear structure (e.g., finding that spiders do not typically attack humans) should alter 
the structure, resulting in decreased anxiety. However, according to these authors, 
certain conditions must be met in order to alter the structure: (a) the fear structure must 
be activated by presenting the feared stimulus in vivo or some in vitro substitute, (b) 
corrective information must be presented, and (c) the structure must remain activated in 
the presence of corrective information, long enough for habituation to occur. 
Habituation changes the fear structure by changing the level of threat associated with 
spiders, and by weakening the association between escape and anxiety reduction.
Automatic and Strategic Processing
Beck and Clark (1997) defined the central cognitive mechanism involved in 
anxiety as the “excessive and/or inappropriate generation of threat meaning assignment” 
to innocuous stimuli (p. 56). Beck and Clark proposed a cognitive model of anxiety 
that involves a three-stage information processing sequence. The stages are typified by 
the level of cognitive processing (i.e., automatic vs. strategic) used in the sequence. 
Stage I involves orienting to the stimulus, a largely automatic process in which
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information about a given stimulus (e.g., seeing blood) is processed rapidly and 
preattentively. In this early stage, attentional priority is assigned to the stimulus. Stage 
II, the preparation stage, involves a mixture of automatic and strategic processes. At 
this stage, cognitive processing is partly automatic in that a rapid assessment of “primal 
threat” is made, and partly strategic in that an initial conscious impression of the threat 
is formed. Stage in is largely strategic, and involves the activation of schemata related 
to the situation at hand. For example, cognitions about safety and escape (e.g., “I need 
to get away from the sight of blood”) and worry (e.g., “I really don’t want to encounter 
any more blood”) emerge.
Beck and Clark’s (1997) view appears to be an extension of Beck et al.’s (1985) 
original notion that maladaptive cognitive schemata drive conscious dysfunctional 
beliefs. Beck and Clark’s view also resembles that of Foa and Kozak (1986), who 
proposed that memory processes involved in the development and maintenance of an 
anxiety disorder are automatic, but produce beliefs on a conscious, strategic level such 
as “anxiety must be avoided at all costs.” Beck and Clark therefore suggested that 
cognitive therapy helps to deactivate the strategic threat processing in stages II and in  
of their model. Contrary to this position, McNally (1995) suggested that cognitive 
therapy (i.e., verbally mediated therapy) is largely ineffective for anxiety because the 
threat bias is automatic, and interferes with explicit cognitive restructuring. He 
recommended, instead, that the dysfunctional automaticity be addressed through “new 
learning” (e.g., in vivo exposure for specific phobia and interoceptive exposure for 
panic disorder).
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Mental Trauma
According to Beck et al. (1985), an individual can be rendered more vulnerable 
to anxiety in a certain situation when there has been some form of mental trauma related 
to that situation. The trauma need not be personally experienced, but can be vicarious 
in nature, facilitating fearful interior dialogues. Beck et al.’s cognitive account of 
trauma-related anxiety is that, in the context of high emotional arousal, an individual 
can develop a threat schema, which becomes activated in response to stimuli that 
resemble the original traumatic stimulus. When confronted with the feared stimulus, 
the primary appraisal of the situation is that it is threatening and dangerous. As a result 
of repeated fear and avoidance, secondary appraisals develop regarding the ability to 
cope with the situation, and the individual displays increasing deficits in adaptive 
coping strategies (Freeman & DiTomasso, 1994).
Beck et al. (1985) also proposed that phobias might be the result of the inability 
to suppress certain concrete, all-or-none thinking with regard to feared stimuli. 
Longitudinal studies have supported this developmental notion, in that most young 
children (7-8 years old) have been found to exhibit biased, fearful schemata for spiders, 
whereas this bias is only evident in older children (9-12 years old) who are phobic 
(Kindt, van den Hout, de Jong, & Hoekzema, 2000). It appears that children gradually 
develop a degree of inhibition with regard to feared stimuli, and that phobias might 
arise out of a failure to regulate the processing of fear-based information (de Jong, van 
den Hout, Rietbroek, & Huijding, 2003). It should be noted, however, that once a 
phobia develops, conscious attempts at suppression, inhibition, distraction, and
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avoidance have a paradoxical effect, in that they serve to maintain rather than overcome 
the disorder (e.g., Zeitlin, Netten, & Hodder, 1995).
Cognitive Processes Involved in Specific Phobia 
Memory and Attention
Individuals with specific phobias have been found to display several cognitive 
biases, in that they attend to, anticipate, interpret, and remember information as more 
threatening than nonphobic individuals. Cognitive explanations for these biases have 
focused on several ideas: Individuals with specific phobias have a very extensive 
phobia-relevant database concerning threat or danger (Williams, Watts, MacLeod, & 
Matthews, 1997). Individuals with specific phobias tend to give greater cognitive 
weight (Butler & Matthews, 1983) or processing priority (McNally, 1996) to threat- 
related information.
Research findings have supported the role of biased cognitive processing in 
specific phobias. Matthews and MacLeod (1985) discovered attentional biases in 
anxious participants, who were slower naming threat-related words on a Stroop task 
than nonanxious controls. Ohman and Soares (1994) found that participants diagnosed 
with various animal phobias responded with greater skin conductance to masked as well 
as unmasked animal-related stimuli. This suggests that the attentional bias in phobic 
patients can operate at conscious as well as unconscious cognitive levels. Tomarken, 
Mineka, and Cook (1989) discovered judgmental biases in their study of phobic and 
nonphobic participants. They administered electric shocks randomly during the visual
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presentation of fearful and neutral stimuli, and found that phobic participants developed 
stronger associations between the shocks and the fearful stimuli than nonphobic 
participants. Some studies investigating memory biases for threat-related information 
have demonstrated that patients with specific phobias demonstrate poorer recognition of 
fear-related objects than nonphobic controls (e.g., Watts, Trezise, & Sharrock, 1986). 
One alternate explanation for this finding is the notion of distraction—patients with 
specific phobia may intentionally and/or unintentionally distract and preoccupy 
themselves when presented with feared stimuli (Antony & Swinson, 2000).
Disgust and Disease Avoidance
Seligman (1971) proposed an evolutionary preparedness account of specific 
phobia, in which there exists an adaptive cognitive predisposition to associate 
potentially dangerous stimuli with aversive consequences. Several researchers have 
found support for this notion in that fear conditioned to mushrooms or flowers is much 
easier to extinguish than fear conditioned to spiders or snakes (e.g., McNally, 1987; 
Ohman, Dimberg, & Ost, 1985). In addition, Davey (1992) found that the fear of one 
potentially dangerous animal (e.g., spiders) covaried with fear of other potentially 
dangerous animals (e.g., snakes, lizards). Davy also noted that spider-phobic 
individuals have trouble articulating what characteristics of spiders they fear.
One explanation for these findings is that in the case of animal phobias and 
blood-injection-injury (BII) phobias, disgust partly accounts for the phobic reaction. In 
support of this idea, Merckelbach, van den Hout, and van den Molen (1987) found that
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many feared animals are acknowledged by phobics as being harmless, and Davey
(1992) found that fear of spiders covaried with fear of disgust-evoking animals such as 
cockroaches, slugs, maggots, and worms. Rozin and Fallon (1987) suggested that 
animal phobias involve some degree of disgust sensitivity (also known as contamination 
sensitivity), which they defined as a food-rejection response (i.e., nausea), sensitivity to 
contamination, and avoidance of an offensive object. Rozin and Fallon pointed out that 
a large majority of objects that phobics find offensive are animals or animal products.
Disgust sensitivity has been widely researched. Matchett and Davey (1991) 
found that disgust sensitivity was related to fear of certain animals (e.g., cockroaches, 
rats, maggots, slugs). However, fear of animals that are considered highly likely to 
attack (e.g., tigers, lions, sharks) was completely unrelated to disgust sensitivity. 
Sawchuck, Lohr, Lee, and Tolin (1999) found that patients with BII phobias, when 
compared with nonphobic controls, reported heightened aversion in the presence of 
stimuli unrelated to their particular concerns (e.g., body products, animals, odors). 
Matchett and Davey proposed a disease-avoidance model to account for certain specific 
phobias, and suggested that animal phobias may be mediated by two biases: a bias 
toward expecting physical harm and a bias toward disgust- or disease-relevant 
consequences. Sawchuck et al. (1999) proposed that fear and disgust differentially 
mediate the processing of threat-relevant information.
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Cognitive Treatment Approaches
Among the most common cognitive therapies for anxiety are rational-emotive 
therapy (RET; Ellis, 1962), self-instructional training (SIT; Meichenbaum, 1977), and 
Beck et al.’s (1985) cognitive therapy (also known as cognitive-behavioral therapy or 
CBT). These researchers have converged on similar cognitive treatments for anxiety, in 
which the patient identifies maladaptive cognitions related to feared stimuli. The 
therapist and patient collaboratively seek to change the veracity of irrational thoughts 
based on more accurate estimations of the threat and severity of feared stimuli.
Some research has highlighted the efficacy of cognitive interventions for 
specific phobias. For example, de Jongh et al. (1995) administered cognitive 
restructuring to a sample of patients with dental phobias. This cognitive intervention 
produced a significant decline in the frequency and believability of fear-related 
cognitions, as well as a decline in dental trait anxiety. These benefits were maintained 
at 1-year follow-up. De Jongh et al.’s findings concurred with earlier work by 
Jerremalm, Jansson, and Ost (1986), who reported that self-instructional training alone 
was effective for dental fears. Booth and Rachman (1992) found that cognitive 
restructuring alone produced significant reductions in reported fear and panic in 
claustrophobic patients. Given the fact that patients with specific phobias often 
experience panic attacks when confronted with feared stimuli, cognitive components 
from panic treatments are often used (Chapman, Fyer, Mannuzza, & Klein, 1993). That
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is, phobic patients receive psychoeducation about the nature of panic, and might engage 
in cognitive restructuring to challenge the nature of their beliefs regarding the threat 
likelihood and severity of their bodily sensations (Thorpe & Salkovskis, 1995).
There is very little research that examines the stand-alone efficacy of cognitive 
therapy for specific phobias, although the inclusion of cognitive techniques in exposure- 
based treatment programs may produce gains beyond the singular effects of exposure. 
For example, Craske, Mohlman, Yi, Glover, and Valeri (1995) found a distinct 
treatment benefit when cognitive restructuring was added to an exposure-based 
treatment for claustrophobia. Marshall (1985) studied patients who feared heights, and 
reported a distinct treatment advantage when cognitive restructuring was employed after 
habituation, rather than during the exposure. It is widely agreed that behavioral 
treatment approaches are more efficacious than cognitive therapy for treating specific 
phobias (Antony & Barlow, 1998; McLean & Woody, 2001, Schmidt, Koselka, & 
Woolaway-Bickel, 2001). Some researchers have even concluded that specific phobias 
are not treatable via cognitive therapy (e.g., Marks, 1987; Soares & Ohman, 1993). In 
fact, Ladouceur (1983) reported that adding a cognitive component detracted from the 
efficacy of exposure in vivo for cat and dog phobics. In sum, cognitive approaches are 
widely believed to be inferior to exposure-based approaches for specific phobias. When 
cognitive restructuring is added to exposure therapy for phobias, it is typically done 
informally and as needed (Antony & Swinson, 2000).
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Behavioral Treatment Approaches
Strict behavioral therapy is based on the assumption that maladaptive behaviors 
should be directly modified, without addressing the underlying cognitive processes 
(Prochaska & Norcross, 2003). The symptom itself (e.g., avoidance) is directly 
addressed through some form of exposure therapy. This is accomplished by (a) 
prolonged contact with the feared stimulus, and (b) blocking or refraining from the 
fleeing and avoidance behaviors. Hence the popular term, exposure and response 
prevention (ERP). Exposure therapy can be in vivo (i.e., real-life exposure to anxiety- 
provoking stimuli) or in vitro (i.e., exposure to some stimulus that represents or 
resembles the feared stimulus). A special type of exposure, interoceptive exposure, 
refers to the systematic exposure to bodily sensations associated with panic attacks.
This is accomplished through various physical exercises that produce bodily sensations 
resembling those experienced during a panic attack.
Behavioral treatments for specific phobias involve exposure to the feared 
stimulus, which is typically some external object or situation (e.g., snakes, heights). 
However, interoceptive exposure has been recommended for specific phobias when 
patients fear their own physical sensations in the presence of feared stimuli (Antony & 
Swinson, 2000). Exposure-based interventions in the treatment of specific phobias have 
an excellent record of efficacy. For example, Ost (1996b) reviewed 17 studies 
investigating therapist-directed exposure therapy for a wide range of specific phobias, 
and concluded that solid treatment gains were maintained for up to 10 years. Even 
prolonged 1-session exposure has produced treatment gains of up to 2 years (e.g.,
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Muris, Merckelbach, & de Jong, 1995). Further, exposure appears to be a sufficient 
stand-alone intervention for overcoming specific phobias (Antony & Swinson, 2000; 
Craske, 1999).
In vivo exposure is live exposure to the feared stimulus. Modeling techniques, 
in which the therapist models successful completion of exposure tasks, appear to 
enhance in vivo treatments (Ost, 1996b; Williams, Dooseman, & Kleifield, 1984). 
Flooding approaches and graded approaches appear to produce similar treatment 
benefits (Marshall, 1985; Ost, 1996b), and graded approaches are therefore typically 
employed due to their less aversive nature (Schmidt, Koselka, & Woolaway-Bickel, 
2001). Exposure must be sustained until anxiety reduction has occurred, as per Foa and 
Kozak’s (1986) emotional processing theory. Marshall (1985) reported that acrophobic 
patients who allowed their anxiety to reduce to near zero derived greater long-term 
benefits from treatment than those who ceased exposure at higher levels of anxiety. 
However, other data suggests that giving patients the option of escaping the exposure, 
provided they quickly return to it, may engender a sense of control that enhances 
treatment benefits (e.g., DeSilva & Rachman, 1984; Rachman, Craske, Tallman, & 
Solyom, 1986). Self-exposure can be more practical than therapist-directed exposure in 
certain cases. Logistical and financial issues may render self-directed exposure the 
most reasonable approach. Ost and his colleagues examined self- vs. therapist-directed 
exposure in a group of spider phobics. Only 6-36% of self-directed patients improved, 
compared with 71-80% of therapist-directed patients (Ost, Ferebee, & Furmark, 1997).
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In vivo exposure has been established as an efficacious treatment for snake 
phobias (Gauthier & Marshall, 1977), rat phobias (Foa, Blau, Prout, & Latimer, 1977), 
spider phobias (Ost, Ferebee, & Furmark, 1997), water phobias in children as young as 
3 years old (Menzies & Clarke, 1993), dental phobias (Moore & Brodsgaard, 1994), 
fear of heights (Bourque & Ladouceur, 1980), blood phobias (Ost, Fellenius, & Sterner, 
1991), and fear of flying (Ost, Brandberg, & Aim, 1997). Taylor and Amow’s (1988) 
review of phobia treatment studies revealed that exposure was more efficacious than 
control procedures 73% of the time.
In vitro exposure is exposure to a stimulus that resembles the feared stimulus. 
For example, Telch, Valentiner, Ilai, Petruzzi, and Hehmsoth (2000) used a 
claustrophobic chamber to simulate the fear associated with being in enclosed places. 
They used audible heart-rate feedback to facilitate habituation, and found that it 
enhanced the benefits of exposure. In vitro exposure is especially useful when it is 
impractical to engage in live exposure at every session. In vitro approaches such as 
imaginal exposure and computer-generated virtual reality are typically employed when 
feared stimuli are difficult to address in vivo (e.g., lightning, flying). Virtual reality 
involves the integration of body-tracking devices, visual display, and auditory input that 
simulate the feared environment for the patient (Noyes & Hoehn-Saric, 1998). Gilroy, 
Kirkby, Daniels, Menzies, and Montgomery (2003) found that computer-aided vicarious 
exposure produced symptom reduction in spider phobics that was comparable to in vivo 
exposure at posttreatment and at 3-month follow-up. In vitro exposure has been 
successfully used in the treatment of many specific phobias, including elevators, flying
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(Rothbaum, Hodges, Watson, & Kessler, 1996), spider phobia (Smith, Kirkby, 
Montgomery, & Daniels, 1997) and heights (Hodges et al., 1995).
Many studies have demonstrated that the inclusion of modeling in the greater 
treatment of phobias is beneficial (e.g., Marks, 1987; Mystkowski, Mineka, Vernon, & 
Zinbarg, 2003). One version of in vivo exposure, computer-aided vicarious exposure 
(CAVE; Kirkby, Daniels, & Watson, 1992) is a computer-generated “model” that 
teaches and guides the patient through a virtual house that contains spiders. CAVE was 
compared with in vivo graded exposure by Gilroy et al. (2003). CAVE was 
significantly more effective than progressive muscle relaxation, but somewhat less 
effective at 3 3-month follow-up than in vivo exposure.
CBT Approaches
For the purposes of the present discussion, the combination of modern-day 
cognitive therapy and exposure-based therapy will be referred to as CBT. CBT 
involves some combination of in vivo or in vitro exposure to feared stimuli, cognitive 
restructuring to address catastrophic misinterpretations of threat likelihood and severity, 
and interoceptive exposure for feared bodily sensations.
A review of the research on treatments for specific phobias suggests that more is 
known about the singular effects of strictly behavioral approaches than strictly cognitive 
approaches, and that combination treatments have not been studied in any systematic 
way (Schmidt et al., 2001). Research findings on CBT approaches for treating specific 
phobias are mixed. Emmelkamp and Felten (1985) found that CBT was superior to
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no difference in efficacy between CBT and a purely behavioral approach in the 
treatment of dental phobias. It appears that exposure-based approaches are considered 
to be efficacious enough in the treatment of phobias, in that improvements are typically 
maintained long after termination (McLean & Woody, 2001). Early observations by 
Kraepelin (1915) indicated that when phobics realize that their fears can be overcome 
through exposure, they actively approach the feared situation in order to extinguish the 
phobia. In sum, CBT for specific phobias appears to have no obvious advantage over a 
strictly behavioral approach. Cognitive restructuring, when included, is done so 
informally as an aid to exposure therapy (Antony & Swinson, 2000; Craske, 1999).
Traditional, strictly behavioral interventions derived from experimental research 
on conditioning largely excluded the consideration of cognitive factors (e.g., Wolpe, 
1973). Some authors have argued that modern-day behavior therapists continue to 
conceptualize and treat anxiety disorders without considering information processing 
(e.g., Zinbarg, 1990). Freeman and DiTomasso (1994) commented that psychotherapy 
has recently undergone a “cognitive revolution.” Over the past few decades, some 
exposure therapists have begun to conceptualize anxiety-based psychopathology in 
terms of traditional behavioral theory as well as cognitive theory (Prochaska & 
Norcross, 2003). Thus, the last few decades have seen the emergence of various 
cognitive and cognitive-behavioral approaches (e.g., Beck, 1967; Ellis, 1962; Foa & 
Jaycox, 1999; Mahoney, 1974; Meichenbaum, 1977). However, some researchers have 
cautioned that the combination of cognitive and behavioral treatment components may
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
41
have stronger intuitive appeal than empirical support (Chambless & Gillis, 1993). For 
example, McNally (1995) proposed that the cognitive bias for threat is largely 
involuntary, unconscious, and difficult to regulate. He therefore suggested that 
cognitive therapy (i.e., verbally mediated therapy) misses the treatment mark, and 
recommended instead that the dysfunctional automaticity be addressed primarily 
through exposure-based interventions.
Story Delivery of Psychoeducation for Specific Phobia
The above review suggests that behavioral approaches are more efficacious and 
more integral than cognitive approaches in the treatment of anxiety. This appears to be 
particularly true for specific phobias (Antony & Swinson, 2000). It appears that 
cognitive therapy, an explicit mode of belief change, has limited efficacy in the 
treatment of phobias, whereas behavior therapy, an implicit mode, is more efficacious. 
Behavior therapy is implicit in that studies using self-report outcome measures have 
shown that behavior therapy modifies phobic cognitions without the patient being 
explicitly (i.e., verbally) challenged (Chambless & Gillis, 1993). If implicit cognitive 
change is indicated in the treatment of specific phobia, other methods of implicit change 
should be explored. Foa and Kozak (1986) pointed out that in vivo exposure is not the 
only way to activate a patient’s fear in order to correct it—media such as novels, plays, 
and movies can activate the relevant affective memory structure.
The present dissertation research investigated the efficacy of Story Delivery, a 
largely implicit approach in the treatment of specific phobia. Story Delivery involves
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presenting patients with corrective psychoeducational information surreptitiously 
through narrative. For example, a protoganist in the narrative might say, “Spiders are 
not known to carry disease” as he is looking for his baseball bat in the garage. The 
mechanism involved in Story Delivery is Narrative Interference (NI), the process by 
which story-based information is unintentionally incorporated into semantic memory. 
Story Delivery is an indirect approach that operates at a largely implicit cognitive level. 
Therefore, like behavior therapy, it might circumvent the conscious processes that 
interfere with cognitive therapy (e.g., resistance, doubt, poor motivation), and produce a 
reduction in phobic cognitions implicitly.
In the present study, Story Delivery was compared with a more explicit delivery 
mode - a psychoeducational handout that one would expect to find in a cognitive 
therapy (CT) setting. For example, cognitive therapists are known to provide 
psychoeducational exerts from books like Coping with Anxiety and Panic (Beck & 
Emery, 1995) and Mind Over Mood: A Cognitive Therapy Treatment Manual for 
Clients (Greenberger & Padesky, 1995). Such handouts typically further the CT 
approach of identifying, evaluating, and challenging one’s own distorted thinking, and 
developing new, more functional ways of thinking about a given issue (Beck, 1995). 
Story Delivery and a CT handout differ greatly in terms of the cognitive processing they 
invoke. Table 1 presents some differences between Story Delivery and a CT handout in 
terms of cognitive processing.
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Table 1
Differences in Readers’ Cognitive States in the Narrative and Handout Conditions
Story Delivery CT Handout
Attention Focused on constructing a situation 
model for the story. Not focused on 
the target propositions.
Focused directly on the target 
propositions.
Emotion Emotions are associated with the 
story (e.g., curiosity, intrigue), and 
not the spider-related fear.
Fear might be elicited in the reader 
because o f the explicit reference to 
spiders.
Motivation To read, understand, and enjoy the 
story, not to scrutinize the target 
propositions.
Perhaps to understand and benefit from 
the handout.
Evaluation Due to high involvement in the story, 
evaluation o f target propositions is 
low.
Due to the explicit nature o f the 
handout, evaluation o f target 
propositions is high.
Resistance Low, because reader is largely 
unaware that fear schema is being 
deliberately targeted.
Could be high, due to awareness that 
fear schema is being targeted.
Memory Semantic and episodic memory 
systems activated in order to 
construct a rich situation model. 
Prone to fictional interference, and 
thus to cognitive change and fear 
reduction.
Semantic memory deliberately activated 
and memory o f handout is encoded into 
episodic memory. .
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When reading a CT handout, the reader deliberately focuses on the 
psychoeducational information, evaluates it based on existing semantic knowledge, and 
either accepts or rejects it. Factors such as resistance, fear, and poor motivation might 
lead the reader to reject the information. For example, when reading that a spider bite is 
no more susceptible to infection than a small cut (Crawford, 2003), the reader could 
reject it because it is no match for years of believing that spiders transmit disease. 
Conversely, during Story Delivery the reader is focused on constructing a situation 
model for the story, and experiences story-related cognitions and emotions rather than 
fear-relevant ones. NI due to high involvement in the story world (Janit, 2004) 
interferes with the reader’s ability to deeply process the embedded corrective 
information, so he/she unintentionally encodes it into semantic memory. Therefore, 
there is reason to believe that psychoeducation could be more effectively delivered via 
Story Delivery than via the CT handout.
Seeking supporting evidence for one’s beliefs is an integral part of CT (Beck,
1995). Reading supporting evidence in a CT handout is a decidedly explicit process, 
unlike the implicit mechanism involved in Story Delivery. It is unclear whether reading 
supporting evidence for each piece of psychoeducation would enhance or undermine 
Story Delivery. Elaborative information might prompt readers to withdraw from the 
story world, effortfully evaluate the psychoeducation, and reject it. Alternately, the 
supporting information might further promote incorporation of the information into 
semantic memory. To test these competing ideas, the present study included plus- 
support and without-support reading conditions.
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Spider phobia was the anxiety disorder selected to test Story Delivery because 
the beliefs associated with the fear of spiders are somewhat circumscribed compared 
with other anxiety disorders. For example, social phobia could be in response to a wide 
range of social situations (e.g., public speaking, shopping, eating, meeting new people), 
and panic disorder could pertain to the fear of any number of physical sensations (e.g., 
racing heart, increased respiration, sweating). For spider phobia, appropriate target 
sentences are relatively easy to select. Amtz, Lavy, van den Berg, and van Rijsoort 
(1993) identified two broad dimensions of spider-phobic beliefs, one pertaining to the 
spider itself (e.g., “The spider will jump onto me”), and the other pertaining to oneself 
in the presence of a spider (e.g., “I will become crazy because of anxiety”). Only Amtz 
et al.’s (1993) spider-related dimension was selected for the present study because 
psychoeducation must be conservatively and strategically positioned throughout a 
fictional story in order for NI to occur (R. J. Gerrig, personal communication, August, 
1999; Glenberg, Wilkinson, & Epstein, 1982).
The Present Study
In the present study, participants with moderate to high spider-related fear were 
randomly assigned to a story condition (i.e., Story Delivery), a handout condition (i.e., 
Handout Delivery), or a no-treatment control condition. In the Story Delivery 
condition, participants read a short story that contained true target propositions about 
spiders, e.g., “Spiders do not intentionally seek to attack humans.” The propositions 
challenged the content of spider schemata held by most spider phobics. In the Handout
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Delivery condition, the same propositions were explicitly presented in a CT handout 
about spider phobic beliefs. One-half of the participants in both experimental 
conditions was given the propositions without any supporting evidence or rationale.
This is referred to as the without-support condition. The other half was given a 
supporting rationale following each of the embedded propositions. This is referred to as 
the plus-support condition. For example, after reading “Spiders do not intentionally 
seek to attack humans,” participants in the support condition read, “They have no 
reason to attack any creature unless it is small enough to eat—like small insects.” 
Finally, in the no-treatment control condition, participants read the story used in the 
story condition, but spider-related target propositions were replaced with general 
knowledge facts.
Participants in the present study were each given one version of the reading 
materials. To assess explicit cognitive change, they were administered a self-report 
questionnaire before and after being exposed to the intervention. The self-report 
questionnaire was the Spider Beliefs Questionnaire (SBQ; Amtz, Lavy, Van den Berg,
& van Rijsoort, 1993). To assess implicit cognitive change, they were administered a 
sentence verification task. In addition, participants were asked to rate their anxiety in 
response to a series of pictures of spiders after the treatment. The pictures served as a 
brief alternative to the behavioral approach tasks typically used in spider phobia 
treatment outcome studies (e.g., Amtz, Lavy, van den Berg, & van Rijsoort, 1993).




The treatment conditions—Story Delivery and Handout Delivery—would 
produce greater fear reduction than the no-treatment control condition. The two 
treatment conditions were hypothesized to be more efficacious because they delivered 
corrective information, whereas the control condition delivered no corrective 
information.
Fear reduction was operationalized and measured three distinct ways: phobic 
cognitions were measured by the SBQ, phobic responses were measured by 
participants’ anxiety ratings in response to spider pictures, and Narrative Interference 
was the difference in accuracy and/or RT between old (seen) and new (unseen) 
sentences.
Prediction 1
Participants in the story and handout conditions would demonstrate greater pre- 
vs. post-manipulation SBQ decreases than those in the control condition.
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Prediction 2
Participants in the story and handout conditions would demonstrate lower mean 
anxiety ratings in response to the visual spider stimuli than those in the control 
condition.
Prediction 3
Participants in the story and handout conditions should demonstrate greater 
Narrative Interference scores for accuracy and/or RT than those in the control condition. 
This prediction assumes that greater accuracy and/or slower RTs suggest that Narrative 
Interference has occurred. Narrative Interference scores were derived by analyzing the 
difference between responses to seen (i.e., manipulated) and unseen spider-related 
target sentences. The description of how Narrative Interference scores were calculated 
is presented in the Method section below.
Story Delivery Hypothesis
The Story Delivery condition would produce greater fear reduction than the 
Handout Delivery condition. Story Delivery was hypothesized to be more efficacious 
because it is more prone to Narrative Interference, and therefore permits less 
opportunity for evaluation and rejection of the target information. This hypothesis 
assumes that Narrative Interference promotes implicit encoding of corrective sentences 
into semantic memory, serving as competing alternatives to phobic beliefs.
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Prediction 4
Participants in the story condition would demonstrate greater pre- vs. post­
manipulation SBQ decreases than those in the handout condition.
Prediction 5
Participants in the story condition would demonstrate lower mean fear ratings in 
response to the visual spider stimuli than those in the handout condition.
Prediction 6
Participants in the story condition would demonstrate greater Narrative 
Interference scores for accuracy and/or RT than those in the handout condition.
Support Hypothesis
The handout-plus-support condition would produce greater fear reduction than 
the handout-without-support condition. Because Handout Delivery is an explicit mode 
of delivery, the addition of reasonable supporting evidence was thought to facilitate fear 
reduction. The effect of support in the Story Delivery condition was examined; 
however, no formal predictions were made because support could just as easily 
facilitate as undermine reader involvement in the story.
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Participants in the handout-plus-support condition would demonstrate greater 
pre- vs. post-manipulation SBQ decreases than those in the handout-without-support 
condition.
Prediction 8
Participants in the handout-plus-support condition would demonstrate lower fear 
in response to the visual spider stimuli than those in the handout-without-support 
condition.




Participants were introductory psychology students at Northern Illinois 
University. Students first underwent a questionnaire screening that assessed a wide 
range of anxious and depressive symptoms. Students who endorsed moderate to high 
levels of spider-related fear, as measured by the Spider Phobia Questionnaire (SPQ; 
Klorman, Hastings, Weerts, Melamed, & Lang, 1974), were contacted by telephone 
and/or e-mail and asked to participate in the main study. They were not told what 
screening criteria made them eligible for the main study. The time lapse between 
screening and participation in the main study was 1 to 3 weeks. Of 1600 students 
screened, 334 (20.88%) had scores of 11 or higher on the SPQ, and thus were invited to 
participate in the main study. The first 200 students to accept the invitation 
participated, in exchange for course credit plus $5.00. Of the 200 participants, data 
from 10 were lost due to computer problems or were deliberately excluded from 
analyses because participants visibly skimmed the reading materials. Thus, data from 
190 participants were analyzed.
Participants ranged in age from 18 to 25 (M =  18.73, SD = 1.14). Female 
participants (161, 84.74%) outnumbered male participants (29, 15.26%). Caucasians
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(117) accounted for 61.58% of participants, 47 (24.74%) identified themselves as 
Hispanic, 13 (6.84%) were African American, and the remaining 13 (6.84%) endorsed 
being Asian, Native American, or Other ethnicity. Four participants (2.11%) had 
bachelor’s degrees, 38 (20.00%) had associate’s degrees, while the majority (148, 
77.89%) endorsed high school as the highest level of education attained. Two 
participants (1.05%) said they were married, 4 (2.11%) were separated or divorced, 
while the majority (184, 96.84%) had never been married.
The highest possible score on the SPQ is 31. Based on Fredrikson (1983), mean 
SPQ scores for nonphobic college students typically range from 3.80 to 5.02 (SDs =
3.42 to 4.88), whereas individuals who meet full criteria for spider phobia have a mean 
score of at least 23.76 (SD = 3.80). Participants in the present study had a mean SPQ 
score of 16.78 (SD = 4.87; Range = 11 to 29) at the time of screening. Twenty-one 
participants (11.05%) had SPQ scores greater than 23.76 (Mean = 26.19, SD = 1.78), 
thus meeting criteria for spider phobia. The remaining 169 participants (88.95%) had 
moderate spider-related fear (Mean = 15.61, SD = 3,72). In the present study, no 
distinction was made between moderate- and high-fear participants, in that random 
assignment to conditions was used throughout. Therefore, the participants in the current 
study had moderate to severe spider phobia.




Forty target sentences were selected for the present study. Twenty were the 
false context-free assertions used in Janit’s (2004) study that were found to produce 
Narrative Interference (e.g., “All women are naturally good mothers”). Their purpose 
in the present study was to replicate the presence of Narrative Interference reported by 
Janit. They appeared only in the control group’s reading materials, which were 
identical to those used in Janit’s study. These target sentences are presented in Table 2.
The other 20 target sentences were true psychoeducational sentences about 
spiders, selected based on the research of Amtz, Lavy, van den Berg, and van Rijsoort 
(1993) on spider-phobic beliefs. Amtz et al. (Experiment 1) identified spider-phobic 
beliefs based on participants’ utterances during a behavioral approach task, and their 
responses to the widely used Spider Phobia Questionnaire (SPQ; Klorman, Hastings, 
Weerts, Melamed, & Lang, 1974). Amtz et al. (Experiment 2) asked spider phobics to 
rate the strength of their belief about various spider-related sentences. Ratings were 
submitted to an exploratory factor analysis that revealed two broad dimensions of 
phobic beliefs—spider-related and self-related. Target sentences for the present study 
were selected from only one dimension—the spider-related dimension.
Arntz et al. (1993) found that spider-related beliefs comprise five factors: harm 
(“When there is a spider in the vicinity, I believe that the spider will attack me”), hunter 
and prey (“I believe that the spider will chase me”), unpredictability and speed (“I
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Table 2
General Knowledge Target Sentences
Target Sentence
Set A Pregnant women can safely drink moderate amounts of alcohol.
Good students are not good at cheating.
Eating chocolate does not cause weight gain.
Most people get college degrees.
You get lead poisoning from writing with a pencil too much.
Most married people have affairs.
Coffee will sober you up when you are drunk.
All women are naturally good mothers.
Only old people like classical music.
Penicillin has had bad consequences for humankind.
SetB Some forms of mental illness are contagious.
Students who cheat almost always get caught.
Store-bought orange juice has hardly any vitamin C in it.
Most students don’t buy the required textbooks for classes.
Using cell phones causes flu.
Most marriages last five years or less.
Vomiting when you are drunk usually makes you quit drinking forever.
Fathers spend as much time with their kids as mothers do.
Yoyos are only for children to play with.
America’s doctors are poorly skilled compared with most other countries.
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believe that the spider is unpredictable”), territory (“I believe that the spider will crawl 
into my clothes”), and multiplication (“I believe that the spider is never alone, there are 
always more of them”). For the present study, four target sentences were selected from 
each factor. These sentences are presented in Table 3.
Story
The 20-page short story, Night Mission, by Adrian Janit was used in the Story 
Delivery and control conditions. The story introduces a protagonist who cheats on his 
college midterm exam. The protagonist and his friends devise a plan to rectify the 
situation before anyone discovers he cheated, and they embark on a risky mission to 
remove the incriminating evidence. Janit (2004) demonstrated that when Night Mission 
was written to elicit high reader involvement, it produced high Narrative Interference. 
Thus, the high-involvement version used in Janit’s study was selected for use in the 
present study.
For the present study, the story was rewritten two different ways. In the plus- 
support condition, spider-related target sentences were supported by reasonable 
evidence. For example, the target sentence, “Spiders do not intentionally seek to attack 
humans” was followed by “They have no reason to attack any creature unless it is small 
enough to eat—like small insects.” In the without-support condition, target sentences 
were unaccompanied by supporting evidence. Table 3 presents the supporting 
information that followed each target sentence in the plus-support condition. One 
version of the story, the plus-support version, is presented in Appendix G.
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Table 3.
Spider-Related Target Sentences and Supporting Information
Target Sentence Supporting information
Set A Spiders do not seek to attack humans. 
(Harm)
They have no reason to attack any creature 
unless it is small enough to eat—like small 
insects.
Very few spiders are dangerous. (Harm) If they do bite, it will usually just irritate the 
skin.
Spiders do not stare at people. (Hunter & 
Prey)
They don’t even know what a person is.
Spiders can be easily shaken off. (Hunter & 
Prey)
When they sense danger, all they want to do is 
escape.
Spiders are not uncontrollable. 
(Unpredictability & Speed)
They’re easy to control when you come to 
understand their movements.
Spiders are not that unpredictable. 
(Unpredictability & Speed)
They are easy to predict if you understand that 
they’re afraid of you and they just want to 
escape.
Spiders do not hide in order to pop up and 
scare you. (Territory)
That’s just Hollywood portraying spiders as 
diabolical.
Spiders are not dirty. (Territory) Their bite is the same as any other small cut 
you could get—it has an equal chance of 
getting infected.
Spiders cannot become larger. 
(Multiplication)
Actually, they might try to appear even smaller 
when they are scared.
Spiders do not travel in pairs. 
(Multiplication)
They prefer living in their own separate areas.
SetB Spiders do not do things on purpose to tease 
people. (Harm)
It just seems that way because you aren’t 
expecting it when you see one.
When you see a spider, it is probably not 
poisonous. (Harm)
Poisonous species of spider are very rare and 
live outdoors.
Spiders do not purposefully come towards 
me. (Hunter & Prey)
They feel safest far away from humans.
Spiders are not able to control people. 
(Hunter & Prey)
They’re actually afraid of people.
Spiders do not run very fast. 
(Unpredictability & Speed)
Compared to humans, they are very slow.
Spiders do not run in an elusive way. 
(Unpredictability & Speed)
Their species does not work that way.
Spiders typically will not crawl into your 
clothes. (Territory)
They are more afraid than you are.
Spiders do not settle in spots too near 
humans—like on beds. (Territory)
They prefer peace and quiet.
Spiders are usually alone. (Multiplication) They live alone because of limited food 
availability in a given area
Spiders do not hide themselves. 
(Multiplication)
Spiders spend very little time in the presence 
of other spiders.
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The control story was identical to the experimental stories except that, in place 
of the spider-related target sentences, it contained the context-free general knowledge 
sentences used by Janit (2004). Therefore, the control condition in the present study 
was a precise replication of Janit’s high-involvement condition.
Handout
A psychoeducational handout about spiders was given to participants in the 
Handout Delivery condition. The handout resembled those that might be given to 
patients as part of their CT. The handout introduced participants to the idea that their 
spider phobic beliefs might be false. The handout then presented the same target 
sentences as the story. Similar to the story condition, the handout was written two 
different ways. In the plus-support condition, target sentences were followed by the 
supporting sentences. In the without-support condition, target sentences were 
unaccompanied by supporting evidence. One version of the handout, the plus-support 
version, is presented in Appendix A.
Visual Spider Stimuli
Five close-up pictures of spiders were presented to participants in order to assess 
their self-reported anxiety post-manipulation. The five pictures are presented in 
Appendix B.
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Measures 
Spider Phobia Questionnaire (SPQ)
The SPQ (Klorman, Hastings, Weerts, Melamed, & Lang, 1974) is a 31-item 
self-report measure of fear and avoidance of spiders. SPQ items are sentences such as 
“I shudder when I think of spiders.” Participants are asked to endorse whether items are 
True or False in their experience. Scoring is reversed for fear-absent items such as “I 
enjoy watching spiders build webs.” SPQ scores can range from 0 to 31, given that all 
items endorsed in the fearful direction are assigned scores of 1. Fredrikson (1983) 
found that SPQ scores for non-phobic college students ranged from 3.80 to 5.02 (SDs 
ranged from 3.42 to 4.88), whereas a group of individuals diagnosed with spider phobia 
had a mean score of 23.76 (SD = 3.80). Muris and Merckelbach (1996) reported that 
the mean SPQ score for spider phobics was 23.20 (SD = 2.90) before treatment, and 
14.0 (SD = 6.80) after treatment.
The internal consistency of SPQ items typically ranges from 0.83 to 0.90 
(Klorman, Hastings, Weerts, Melamed, & Lang, 1974; Fredrikson, 1983). Muris and 
Merckelbach (1996) reported that the SPQ’s internal consistency coefficient was lower 
before treatment (.62) than after treatment (.90). In terms of test-retest reliability, SPQ 
scores have been found to be stable over three weeks (r = .94; Muris & Merckelbach,
1996), and over one year (r = .87; Fredrikson, 1983). The SPQ discriminates well 
between phobic and nonphobic individuals, and between individuals with spider phobia 
and other specific phobias (Fredrikson, 1983; Muris & Merckelbch, 1996). Scores on
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the SPQ have been found highly correlated with aversiveness measures while viewing 
pictures of spiders (Fredrikson, 1983), and with other measures of spider-related fear 
(Muris & Merckelbach, 1996). The SPQ has also been found to be sensitive to the 
effects of treatment (e.g., Hellstrom & Ost, 1995; Ost, 1978, 1996b). The SPQ was 
selected for the screening portion of the present study because it has been widely and 
recently used (e.g., Antony, McCabe, Leeuw, Sano, & Swinson, 2001; Sawchuck, Lohr, 
Tolin, Lee, & Kleinknecht, 2000; Teachman & Woody, 2003), and because of its 
brevity of administration (5 minutes). SPQ items are presented in Appendix C.
Spider Beliefs Questionnaire (SBQ!
The SBQ (Amtz, Lavy, Van den Berg, & van Rijsoort, 1993). The SBQ is a 78- 
item self-report measure. The first 42 items assess strength of fearful beliefs about 
spiders (e.g., “When there is a spider in my vicinity, I believe that the spider will jump 
onto me”). The remaining 36 items assess beliefs about one’s own reaction to seeing 
spiders (e.g., “If the spider does not go away and crawls on me, I will get a heart 
attack”). Participants are asked to rate items on a 0-100 scale where 0 = I do not believe 
it at all (0%) and 100 = I absolutely believe it (100%). The SBQ is scored by 
calculating mean ratings for the spider-related subscale (1-42) and the self-related 
subscale (43-78). No items are reverse-scored. The SBQ takes 10-15 minutes to 
complete, or 5-8 minutes for just one subscale. Amtz et al. (1993) reported SBQ 
(spider-related) mean scores for spider phobics of 48.76 (SD -  17.74) before treatment,
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and 10.15 (SD = 13.69) after treatment. They also found SBQ (self-related) mean 
scores of 49.79 (SD = 18.72) before treatment, and 8.00 (SD = 13.15) after treatment.
Arntz et al. (1993) found the internal consistency of SBQ items, as measured by 
Cronbach’s alpha, to be very high—.94 for spider-related items, and .94 for self-related 
items. Test-retest reliability was .68 and .71 for the two subscales, respectively. The 
SBQ effectively differentiates between individuals with spider phobia and nonphobic 
individuals. It is sensitive to the effects of treatment, in that post-treatment scores were 
not significantly different from those of nonphobics (Amtz et al.). In terms of 
predictive validity, Rodriguez, Craske, Mineka, and Hladek (1999) reported that post­
treatment increases in SBQ scores predicted subsequent return of fear. Amtz et al.’s 
spider-related subscale was selected as the pre- and post-manipulation measure for the 
present study because it measures beliefs rather than longstanding behaviors. Thus, it 
would be sensitive to cognitive change as a result of reading corrective information. 
SBQ items are presented in Appendix D.
Procedure
Participants were welcomed and oriented to the study in groups of 3 to 7. They 
were then shown to individual, quiet cubicles within a research lab where they 
participated alone. Participants were randomly assigned to one of four experimental 
reading conditions (story or handout, crossed with plus-support or without-support) or 
the control reading condition. To ensure effortful participation, the experimenter 
cautioned participants not to skim or speed read, because related tasks were to follow.
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After completing the reading task assigned to their respective conditions, participants 
were asked to follow the instructions on the computer screens in their cubicles. A 
customized experimental sequence, programmed using MediaLab software, presented 
instructions and provided a brief tutorial. The software then recorded and timed 
participants’ key strokes in response to experimental tasks. The first task was an on­
screen demographic questionnaire. Participants were then presented with the question, 
“What do you think the purpose of this study is?” They were given a ffee-form field in 
which to type their responses. This question served as a transparency check, to 
determine at post-manipulation which participants realized they were invited back 
because of their fear of spiders.
Next, participants were given the sentence verification task, which required 
them to verify a series of sentences that appeared on their computer screens. They were 
instructed to press the True key if they believed a sentence was true, and the False key 
if they believed it was false. Participants were instructed to respond in accordance with 
what they believed to be true of the real world. They were informed that their responses 
would be recorded and timed, and they should respond as quickly as possible without 
making mistakes.
The sentence verification task was presented as two priming blocks of 60 
sentences each, in order to create two different retrieval contexts—a general-knowledge 
retrieval context and a story-related retrieval context. The general knowledge block 
contained 40 sentences that primed participants with the domain of general semantic 
knowledge (e.g., “Ottawa is the capital of Canada”). The story block contained 40
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sentences that primed participants with story content (e.g., “Drinking beer and going to 
clubs are popular college activities”). Sentences in the story block were specific enough 
to prime participants in the Story Delivery conditions with the story, yet general enough 
to be answered by participants assigned to the Handout Delivery and control conditions. 
The two priming blocks were separated by a one-minute optional break. In each block, 
half the sentences were true in relation to the real world, and half were false. A list of 
priming sentences is presented in Appendix E.
In addition to the priming sentences, each block contained 5 old spider-related 
target sentences and 5 new spider-related target sentences. Old target sentences had 
appeared in the reading material that a given participant read, whereas new target 
sentences were previously unseen. Assuming that participants would respond 
differently to old vs. new target sentences, the difference between these responses 
formed the basis for each participant’s interference scores, explained in more detail 
below. To assure that old and new target sentences had equal valence, they were 
counterbalanced across participants. This was achieved by creating two versions of 
each story and handout, containing different sets of target sentences—set A or set B. 
Thus, a given set of target sentences was old to some participants and new to others.
The remaining ten sentences in each block were general-knowledge target 
sentences that appeared only in the control reading condition. Participants in the 
experimental reading conditions would be indifferent to these general-knowledge 
sentences since they were unseen. However, within the control reading condition, these 
sentences were divided into old and new and were presented in one of two versions of
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the control story. This replicated Janit’s (2004) methodology, in order to retest the story 
and assure that it does in fact produce Narrative Interference.
In the sentence verification task, target and priming sentences were randomly 
presented within each block, but in the interest of effective priming, target sentences 
never appeared within the first ten sentences of a block. Table 4 presents the 
distribution of target sentences across conditions and tasks.
Upon completion of the sentence verification task the computer administered the 
SBQ, in order to compare post-manipulation SBQ scores with those taken at the time of 
screening. Finally, the computer presented the 5 spider pictures, one at a time. 
Participants were prompted to rate their anxiety in response to each picture, on a scale 
of 0 (no anxiety) to 10 (most extreme anxiety). The five pictures appeared in the same 
order across participants.
The entire experimental procedure took 45 to 90 minutes, depending on reading 
condition and individual reading speed. After the experimental tasks, the computer 
presented an on-screen debriefing. The experimenter, an advanced trainee clinician, 
was available to address any questions or concerns, and to assist certain participants 
who were mildly disturbed by the spider-related content of the experiment. Three 
participants were visibly anxious during the experiment, one of whom chose to 
terminate the experiment near the end in order to avoid viewing the pictures These 
three participants were asked to stay with the experimenter until their anxiety decreased, 
and each felt comfortable leaving within five minutes. Counseling referral handouts 
were offered to all 190 participants, but nobody took them.













Distribution of Target Sentences Across Experimental Tasks
Target In Version A of 
Sentences Reading Materials
In SV Task In Version B of 
Reading Materials
In SV Task In Control 
Reading Materials
In SV Task
Set A, Spider-related (1-10) Yes 
(new)
Yes (old) No Yes (new) No Yes
Set B, Spider-related (11-20) No 
(new)
Yes (new) Yes Yes (old) No Yes
Set A, General knowledge (21-30) No 
(old)
Yes (new) No Yes (new) Yes Yes
Set B, General knowledge (31-40) No 
(new)
Yes (new) No Yes (new) No Yes




For the purpose of data analysis, a record was kept of which reading condition 
and version each participant read. For each participant, old sentences would be subject 
to the effects of the reading condition, whereas new sentences would be unseen stimuli 
and would therefore serve as a within-subject baseline from which to measure the effect 
of the manipulation. For each participant, the mean accuracy and reaction time (RT) of 
responses to old and new sentences was calculated.
For spider-related target sentences, Narrative Interference (NI) was 
operationally defined as the extent to which performance on old sentences was more 
accurate, and/or slower, than performance on new sentences. For accuracy data, the 
number of correctly verified old (max = 5) and new (max = 5) sentences within each of 
the two retrieval contexts was computed for each participant. The number of correctly 
verified sentences was converted to percentage correct (e.g., 4/5 = 80%). NI was 
calculated by subtracting percentage correct (new) from percentage correct (old). Since 
all spider-related sentences were true, a positive score would indicate greater accuracy 
on old sentences than new sentences. For example, an NI score of +20 would indicate 
that a reader was 20% better verifying old sentences (4/5, 80%) than new sentences 
(3/5, 60%). Thus, an NI score is a percentage difference score between old and new 
sentences. Table 5 displays the step-by-step calculation process of NI scores for spider- 
related sentences.














Calculation Process o f NI Accuracy Scores for Spider Sentences, bv Delivery Condition and Retrieval Context
n
General Knowledee Context 
Mean Old  -  Mean New = NI
Storv Context 
Mean Old -  Mean New = NI Mean O ld -
Total
Mean New = NI
Storv
Accuracy (max = 5) 
Converted to %
40








3.23 = .38 







Storv + SuDDort 
Accuracy (max = 5) 
Converted to %
39








3.44 = .54 








Accuracy (max = 5) 
Converted to %
39








3.31 = .85 







Handout + SuDDort 
Accuracy (max = 5) 
Converted to %
37








3.51 = .76 
-  70.27 = 15.14







Accuracy (max = 5) 
Converted to %
35








2.80 = .00 











For RT data, NI was calculated by subtracting mean RT (new) from mean RT 
(old) A positive score would indicate slower responses to old sentences than new 
sentences, and therefore that NI had occurred (i.e., information from the narrative had 
been encoded as a competing alternative to readers’ phobic beliefs, and they underwent 
additional cognitive processes to resolve their confusion).
For the general-knowledge target sentences (control condition only), NI 
accuracy scores were derived by subtracting percentage correct (old) from percentage 
correct (new). Since all general-knowledge target sentences were false, a positive score 
would indicate greater accuracy on new sentences compared with old sentences, and 
therefore that NI had occurred. For RT data, NI was calculated by subtracting mean RT 
(new) from mean RT (old). A positive score would indicate slower responses to old 
sentences than new sentences, and therefore that NI had occurred.
Preprocessing of Reaction Time Data from the Sentence Verification Task
Before RT data were analyzed, RTs that were considered too short and too long 
were identified. In regard to short responses, all RTs shorter than 500 milliseconds 
were treated as missing data. Therefore, the RT means were based only on RTs above 
500 msecs. However, this occurred relatively infrequently. The majority of participants 
(158, 83.16%) had no RTs under 500 msecs. Twenty-two participants (11.58%) each 
had one RT under 500 msecs, 6 participants (3.16%) had two RTs under 500 msecs, and 
4 participants (2.11%) had three RTs under 500 msecs. In regard to long responses, 
each participant’s responses to target sentences were analyzed for RTs that were 3 or
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more SDs above that participant’s mean RT for all target and priming sentences. RTs 
that exceeded the cutoff were reset to exactly 3 SDs above the mean. This was done 
because unreasonably long RTs were thought to indicate a lapse in concentration, which 
would artificially inflate mean RTs. The majority of participants (155, 81.6%) had no 
excessively long RTs to target sentences, meaning there was no need to amend their 
data. Thirty participants (15.8%) had one excessive RT, 4 participants (2.1%) had 2 
excessive RTs, and 1 participant (.5%) had three excessive RTs. These were reset as 
described above.













Self-Report Data: Mean Belief Change fSBO Scores') and Anxiety Ratings
n At Screening
Snider Beliefs Questionnaire 
Post Manipulation Change
Visual Snider Stimuli 
Anxiety Rating
Story 40 40.47 (21.05) 39.95 (19.03) -0.53 (13.48) 1.23 (1.51)
Storv + SuDDort 39 39.86(18.17') 36.95 (16.64) -2.91(13.36) 1.56 (2.22)
Story Total 79 40.17(19.54) 38.45 (17.82) -1.72 (13.39) 1.39(1.89)
Handout 39 43.77 (23.96) 37.76 (23.87) -6.01 (13.84) 2.32 (2.76)
Handout + Suooort 37 40.43 (17.94) 33.23 618.78) -6.99 615.73) 2.34 (2.31)
Handout Total 76 42.15(21.17) 35.59 (21.56) -6.48 (14.69) 2.33 (2.53)
Control 35 39.33 (22.69) 41.23 (21.65) 1.90 (11.75) 2.94 (2.80)






To test the Treatment Hypothesis, that Story Delivery and Handout Delivery 
would produce greater fear reduction than the no-treatment control condition, SBQ 
scores were submitted to an Analysis of Variance (ANOVA), with a 2 (time: pre or 
post) by 2 (condition: treatment or control) mixed design. The within-subjects variable 
was time of SBQ administration: pre- (i.e., at screening) or post-manipulation. The 
between-subjects variable was experimental condition: combined treatment or no­
treatment control. The combined treatment mean included plus-support and without- 
support conditions. SBQ means are presented in Table 6 and depicted in Figure 1. As 
predicted, the combined treatment conditions produced a greater decrease in SBQ 
scores (M= 4.05) than the control condition (M  = -1.90), F  (186) = 5.31,/? < .03, d  
=.30. In fact, the control group’s mean SBQ difference o f-1.90 indicates a slight 
increase in phobic cognitions after participation, although this increase was not 
significant, t (34) = .95, p  < .40, d  = . 10. These results indicate that reading the 
corrective information in the treatment conditions produced a decrease in phobic 
cognitions, whereas reading a control story with no corrective information did not.
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□ Screening 
■  Post Manipulation
Story Story + Handout Handout + Control 
Support Support
Figure 1. SBQ Scores at Screening and Post Manipulation, by Reading Condition.
The anxiety ratings to spider pictures (0 = min, no anxiety, max =10, severe 
anxiety) were also compared. The combined mean anxiety rating of the treatment 
conditions was compared with the mean of the control condition using a /-test. Anxiety 
ratings are presented in Table 6 and depicted in Figure 2. The combined treatment 
conditions produced significantly lower anxiety ratings (A7= 1.85) than the control 
condition (M= 2.94), t (185) = 2.45,/? < .05, d  = .45. This indicates that exposure to 
corrective information in the treatment conditions helped decrease phobic responses to 
spider stimuli.




Story Story + Handout Handout + Control 
Support Support
Figure 2. Mean Anxiety Ratings in Response to Spider Pictures, by Reading Condition.
NI scores derived from the sentence verification task were compared next. 
Recall that an NI score is a measure of the interference that occurs as a result of having 
read a sentence earlier. In the case of Accuracy data, NI is the percentage of correctly 
verified old (seen) sentences minus the percentage of correctly verified new (unseen) 
sentences. A positive NI score would indicate that interference has occurred.
Mean NI-Accuracy scores were submitted to a one-way ANOVA comparing the 
combined treatment conditions with the control condition. Mean NI scores for each 
condition are presented in Table 7, and Table 5 displays the step-by-step calculation of 
these NI scores. The combined treatment conditions produced higher NI scores (M = 
10.39) than the control condition (M= .57), F ( l ,  188) = 10.61,/? < .01, d=  .59.

















General Knowledge Sentences 
GK Context Story Context Total
Story 40 13.00(18.43) 7.50 (19.05) 10.25(15.61) -2.00 (18.56) -0.50 (25.81) -1.25(15.05)
Story + Support 39 7.18(19.73) 10.77 (21.93) 8.97 (17.89) 2.56 (20.09) 1.03 (17.14) 1.79(12.95)
Story Total 79 10.13 (19.18) 9.11 (20.46) 9.62 (16.68) 0.25 (19.35) 0.25 (21.84) 0.25(14.10)
Handout 39 6.15(17.26) 16.92 (20.28) 11.54(14.61) -1.54 (19.67) -2.56 (25.62) -2.05 (15.25)
Handout + Support 37 6.49 (18.29) 15.14 (21.81) 10.81(15.16) 4.32 (19.51) 0.00 (21.60) 2.16(13.77)
Handout Total 76 6.32 (17.65) 16.05 (20.92) 11.18(14.78) 1.32 (19.69) -1.32 (23.63) 0.00 (14.61)
Control 35 1.14(19.97) 0.00 (23.76) 0.57 (17.65) 10.86(21.33) 9.14(21.33) 10.00 (17.15)
Note: “GK” = General Knowledge. Positive numbers indicate interference; Negative numbers indicate facilitation. Standard deviations are in parentheses.
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These results indicate that participants who read corrective information gained 
10.39% accuracy with regard to that information, compared with a negligible .57% for 
control participants who had not read the corrective information. To test whether the 
increases were statistically significant from chance performance, one-sample /-tests 
were conducted that compared the means to zero. The 10.39 increase associated with 
the combined treatment conditions was significant, / (154) = 8.21, p  < .01, d  = .63; 
however, the .57 increase displayed by the control condition was not, / (34) = . 19, p  < 
.90, d=  .03. Therefore, participants in the treatment conditions acquired a statistically 
significant amount of corrective information about spiders, whereas those in the control 
condition did not.
In the case of reaction time (RT) data collected in the sentence verification task, 
NI was calculated in the same way as the accuracy data above: NI = RT to old sentences 
minus RT to new sentences. A positive NI score would indicate slowing down (i.e., 
latency) in response to old sentences, whereas a negative NI score would indicate 
speeding up (i.e., facilitation) in response to old sentences. RT data are presented in 
Table 8.
Mean NI-RT scores were submitted to a one-way ANOVA comparing the 
combined treatment conditions with the control condition. The combined treatment 
conditions produced faster RTs (M= -319 msecs) than the control condition (M= 33 
msecs), .F ( l ,188) = 6.81 ,p <  .02, d=  .48. To test whether these interference scores 
were statistically significant from chance performance, one-sample /-tests were 
conducted that compared the means to zero. The -319 msecs facilitation associated with













Mean Interference Scores for Reaction Time Data: Reading Condition bv Sentence Type and Retrieval Context
n GK Context
Snider Sentences 
Story Context Total GK Context
General Knowledge Sentences 
Story Context Total
Story 40 -154.39 (973.22) -380.55 (847.34) -267.47 (750.11) 19.40 (670.46) -33.65 (665.00) -7.12 (507.41)
Story + Support 39 -208.21 (1003.46) -367.73 (812.81) -287.97 (784.03) 72.28 (808.33) 172.93 (832.26) 122.60 (569.25)
Story Total 79 -180.96 (982.27) -374.22 (825.16) -277.60 (762.17) 45.50 (737.42) 68.33 (754.56) 56.92 (539.25)
Handout 39 -201.51 (827.37) -447.15 (777.16) -324.33 (642.38) -12.98 (754.85) -56.59 (754.10) -34.78 (527.39)
Handout + Support 37 -536.20 (939.50) -268.39 (857.37) -402.29 (684.97) -85.47 (870.26) -93.25 (912.00) -89.36 (699.75)
Handout Total 76 -364.45 (893.80) -360.12 (816.67) -362.29 (660.17) -48.27 (808.43) -74.44 (829.28) -61.35 (597.49)
Control 35 23.22 (963.97) 44.10 (857.54) 33.66 (764.97) 3.59 (694.50) 144.65 (867.77) 74.12 (626.46)
Note: “GK” = General Knowledge. Positive numbers indicate interference; Negative numbers indicate facilitation. Standard deviations are in parentheses.
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the combined treatment conditions was significant, t (154) = 5.57,/? < .01, d = .43; 
however, the 33 msecs slowing displayed by the control condition was not, t (34) = .26, 
p  < .80, d=  .04. Thus, exposure to the corrective information in the treatment 
conditions not only produced greater accuracy than the control group (above), but faster 
responses to spider-related sentences than the control group.
Story Delivery Hypothesis
To test the Story Delivery Hypothesis, that Story Delivery would produce greater 
fear reduction than Handout Delivery, SBQ data were submitted to an ANOVA, with a 
2 (time: pre or post) by 2 (delivery: story or handout) mixed design. SBQ scores were 
the within-subjects variable and delivery was the between-subjects variable.
There was an interaction between delivery condition and SBQ, such that 
Handout Delivery produced a greater decrease in SBQ scores (M= 6.48) than Story 
Delivery (M= 1.72), F ( l ,  151) = 4.40,p  < .04, d=  .32. The 6.48 decrease associated 
with the handout condition was significantly different from chance, t (74) = 3.82,/? <
.01, d=  .44, whereas the 1.72 decrease displayed by the story condition was not, t (77)
= 1.13,/? < .30, d=  .12. Counter to prediction, Handout Delivery produced significant 
decreases in phobic cognitions and Story Delivery did not.
Next, mean anxiety ratings to spider pictures were compared using a /-test.
Story Delivery produced lower anxiety ratings (M= 1.39) than Handout Delivery (M = 
2.33), t (1, 185) = 2.41,p  < .02, d=  .41. The mean anxiety ratings obtained by the two 
treatment conditions were compared with the control group’s mean. The 1.39 anxiety
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rating associated with Story Delivery was significantly lower than the control group’s 
anxiety rating (M= 2.94), t (112) = 3.46,/? < .01, d -  .67; however, the 2.33 associated 
with Handout Delivery was not, t (109) = 1.14, p  < .30, d=  .27. Consistent with 
prediction, Story Delivery reduced phobic responses whereas Handout Delivery did not.
The above two findings seem discrepant until one considers that two different 
aspects of fear reduction were measured. SBQ scores were a measure of phobic 
cognitions, whereas anxiety ratings were a measure ofphobic responses. Therefore, the 
two delivery methods appear to have served different purposes—Handout Delivery 
decreased phobic cognitions, and Story Delivery decreased phobic responses.
Next, mean NI-Accuracy scores from the sentence-verification task were 
submitted to a one-way ANOVA, comparing Story Delivery and Handout Delivery. 
Mean NI scores for each condition are presented in Table 7, and Table 6 displays the 
step-by-step calculation of these NI scores. Story Delivery produced NI scores (M = 
9.62) that were not significantly different from Handout Delivery (M = 11.18), F ( l ,  
153) = .38,/? < .60, d=  .07. Counter to prediction, the story did not produce more NI 
than the handout. One-sample /-tests were conducted that compared the means to zero. 
The 9.62 percent interference associated with Story Delivery was significant t (78) = 
5.13,p  < .01, d=  .61, as was the 11.18 percent associated with Handout Delivery, t (75) 
= 6.60 ,p  < .01, d=  .71. Therefore, both delivery conditions produced significant 
interference.
Mean NI-RT scores were submitted to a one-way ANOVA, comparing Story 
Delivery and Handout Delivery. Story Delivery produced facilitation (M= -277 msecs)
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
78
that was not significantly different from Handout Delivery (M= -362 msecs), F  (1, 153) 
= .55,p  < .50, d -  .12. Therefore, facilitation occurred to a similar degree in both 
delivery conditions. One-sample f-tests were conducted that compared the means to 
zero. The -277 msecs associated with Story Delivery was significant t (78) = 3.24,/? < 
.01, d=  .39, as was the -362 msecs associated with Handout Delivery, t (75) = 4.78,/? < 
.01, d=  .51. Therefore, both delivery conditions produced significant facilitation.
The findings of the above Accuracy and RT analyses reveal that Story Delivery 
and Handout Delivery produced equal degrees of Narrative Interference, and that the 
interference manifested as increased accuracy to old (seen) sentences. The facilitation 
effect found in the RT analysis suggests that the interference was robust, in that 
participants verified old sentences without hesitation.
Support Hypothesis
The Support Hypothesis was that the handout-plus-support condition would 
produce greater fear reduction than the handout-without-support condition. To test this 
hypothesis, and to investigate the effect of support in the story conditions, SBQ data 
were submitted to a repeated-measures ANOVA, with a 2 (SBQ: pre or post) by 2 
(delivery: story or handout) by 2 (support: yes or no) design. SBQ scores were the 
within-subjects variable while delivery and support were the between-subjects 
variables. The 3-way interaction between SBQ, support, and delivery conditions was 
not significant, F  (1, 149) = . 10, p  < .80, in that the handout-plus-support condition 
produced SBQ decreases (M =  6.99) that were not significantly different from the
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handout-without-support condition (M= 6.10), and the story-plus-support condition 
produced SBQ decreases (M= 2.91) that were not significantly different from those of 
the story-without-support condition (M= .53). Counter to prediction, adding supporting 
information failed to produce incremental decreases in phobic cognitions in either 
delivery condition.
Mean anxiety ratings were submitted to a univariate ANOVA, with a 2 
(delivery: story or handout) by 2 (support: yes or no) design. The interaction between 
support and delivery was not significant, F  (1, 149) = . 19,p <  .70, in that the handout- 
plus-support condition produced anxiety ratings (M= 2.34) that were not significantly 
different from the handout-without-support condition (M = 2.32), and the story-plus- 
support condition (M= 1.56) produced anxiety ratings that were not significantly 
different from the story-without-support condition (M= 1.23). Counter to prediction, 
adding supporting information failed to produce incremental decreases in phobic 
responses in either delivery condition.
Mean NI-Accuracy scores from the sentence-verification task were submitted to 
a univariate ANOVA, with a 2 (delivery: story or handout) by 2 (support: yes or no) 
design. The interaction between support and delivery was not significant, F  (1, 149) = 
•01, p  <1.00, in that the handout-plus-support condition produced NI scores (M =
10.81) that were not significantly different from the handout-without-support condition 
(M =  11.54), and the story-plus-support condition produced NI scores (M  = 8.97) that 
were not significantly different from the story-without support condition (M  = 10.25).
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Counter to prediction, adding supporting information failed to produce additional NI in 
either delivery condition.
Mean NI-RT scores were submitted to an ANOVA with the same design as the 
accuracy scores above. The interaction between support and delivery was not 
significant, F ( l ,  149) = .06,/? < .90, in that the handout-plus-support condition 
produced NI scores (M =  -402 msecs) that were not significantly different from the 
handout-without-support condition (M= -324 msecs), and the story-plus-support 
condition produced NI scores (M= -287 msecs) that were not significantly different 
from the story-without support condition (M= -267 msecs). Counter to prediction, 
adding supporting information failed to produce additional NI in either delivery 
condition.
Retrieval Context
Recall that the effect of retrieval context on Narrative Interference was in 
question, given mixed results in previous research and the clinical nature of the present 
study. Typically, information encoded into semantic memory is easily retrievable 
across a wide range of retrieval contexts, whereas information encoded into episodic 
memory is easily retrievable only when cued by the relevant context. Thus, semantic 
encoding of corrective information about spiders is preferable to episodic encoding.
The analyses below were conducted in order to assess which delivery context—Story or 
Handout—was associated with greater semantic encoding of the corrective information.
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For each participant, mean NI-Accuracy scores were calculated for story- 
related and general knowledge (GK)-related retrieval contexts, and were submitted to a 
repeated-measures ANOVA, with a 2 (retrieval context: story or GK) by 2 (delivery: 
story or handout) by 2 (support: yes or no) design. Retrieval context was the within- 
subjects variable while delivery and support were the between-subjects variables.
There was a significant interaction between delivery method and retrieval 
context, such that Story Delivery produced similar NI across story-related (M  = 9.11) 
and GK-related (M= 10.13) retrieval contexts, whereas Handout Delivery produced 
greater NI in the story-related retrieval context (M = 16.05) than the GK-related 
retrieval context (M= 6.32), F ( l ,  151) = 8.21,/? < .01. These results are illustrated in 
Figure 3. The interaction between support and retrieval context was not significant, F  
(1, 151) = .88,/? < .40, and neither was the 3 -way interaction between support, delivery, 
and retrieval context, F  151) = 2.21, p  < .20.
The significant interaction between delivery method and retrieval context 
suggests that Story Delivery produced equal degrees of NI across retrieval contexts, 
whereas Handout Delivery produced NI when the context sentences all related to the 
same theme, namely college life. It might be argued that the NI generated by Story 
Delivery is more robust and generalizable than the NI generated by Handout Delivery 
since the effect of the latter depends more on the retrieval context.
NI-RT scores were submitted to an ANOVA with the same design as the 
accuracy scores above. There were no significant main or interaction effects. Thus,
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Figure 3. Mean NI Accuracy Scores for Treatment Conditions, by Retrieval Context.
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CHAPTER 6
DISCUSSION
Specific phobia is one of the most common forms of mental illness (.DSM-IV- 
TR). In terms of treatment options for specific phobia, research suggests that behavior 
therapy is far more efficacious and effective than the next best option, cognitive therapy 
(Antony & Swinson, 2000; Craske, 1999; Muris, Merckelbach, & de Jong, 1995; Ost, 
1996b). In fact, some believe that behavior therapy is the only viable treatment for 
specific phobia (Marks, 1987; Soares & Ohman, 1993). Because behavior therapy can 
be time-consuming, therapist-intensive, and sometimes impractical, and because 
cognitive therapy tends to activate patient resistance and phobic biases, there is a need 
to investigate other potential treatments for specific phobia.
The purpose of the present dissertation was to assess the efficacy of a new and 
previously untested method of delivering psychoeducation for specific phobia called 
Story Delivery. In Story Delivery, participants read a fictional story that is largely 
unrelated to their phobia, except for surreptitiously embedded psychoeducation about 
the phobia. The present study tested the hypothesis that Story Delivery would produce 
greater fear reduction in spider phobics than Handout Delivery, a handout that explicitly 
delivered the same psychoeducation. The promise of Story Delivery is based on the
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assumption that readers’ cognitions would be focused on the story, leaving less capacity 
for resistance, evaluation, and rejection of the corrective information.
In the present study, fear reduction was measured three different ways: (a) 
phobic cognitions were measured by administering the Spider Beliefs Questionnaire 
pre- and post-manipulation, (b) phobic responses were measured by assessing anxiety 
ratings in response to pictures of spiders, and (c) Narrative Interference (NI) was 
measured by assessing whether reading the corrective information resulted in greater 
accuracy and/or latencies in reaction time when verifying that information. The role of 
retrieval context was also investigated to assess the degree to which the corrective 
information was encoded into semantic vs. episodic memory, and thus the extent of its 
real-world utility.
Consistent with prediction, participants in the Story Delivery condition 
displayed decreased phobic responses (i.e., anxiety when viewing spider pictures), 
whereas participants in the Handout Delivery condition did not. However, counter to 
prediction, participants who received Handout Delivery reported decreased phobic 
cognitions, whereas those who received Story Delivery did not. Therefore, in the 
present study, Story Delivery and Handout Delivery appear to have served different 
purposes. Handout Delivery, an explicit delivery method, decreased phobic cognitions, 
whereas Story Delivery, a largely implicit method, decreased phobic responses.
Counter to prediction, participants in the Story Delivery condition did not 
display decreased phobic cognitions, despite reading ten psychoeducational sentences 
embedded in the story. Appendix F presents the results of a transparency check that
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assessed participants’ post-reading awareness of the purpose of the study. The 
transparency check revealed that Story Delivery participants were no more aware of the 
spider-related nature of the study than control participants. Their limited awareness 
would explain the fact that their phobic cognitions did not decrease. However, despite 
and probably because of their limited awareness, participants who received Story 
Delivery displayed decreased phobic responses to the spider pictures. Thus, the 
efficacy of Story Delivery lies in its ability to surreptitiously decrease the in-the- 
moment anxious response to the phobic stimulus. This conclusion is tentative in that 
there was no pretest of phobic responses—only a comparison to the control group’s 
phobic responses. A pretest involving anxiety ratings to pictures of spiders was not 
possible given the large screening sample.
The finding that Handout Delivery decreased phobic cognitions is consistent 
with the fact that the handout is an explicit mode of delivery. The handout condition 
was similar to the psychoeducation a patient might receive as part of cognitive therapy 
(CT). Readers were oriented to the CT idea that their phobic cognitions might be 
faulty, and they were encouraged to read the spider-related psychoeducation with a 
view to challenging and altering their cognitions. This would explain their decreased 
phobic cognitions after reading the handout. As would be expected, the transparency 
check revealed that participants who received Handout Delivery were well aware that 
the study addressed their phobic cognitions with regard to spiders. This awareness 
appears to have facilitated their cognitive change. It might be argued that the 
improvement seen in Handout participants was due to a demand characteristic rather
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than a true decrease in phobic cognitions. Indeed, their relatively high anxiety when 
viewing the spider stimuli would support this argument.
The present findings are consistent with the idea that phobic cognitions need 
not be explicitly targeted in order to treat specific phobia (Antony & Swinson, 2000; 
Craske, 1999; Muris, Merckelbach, & de Jong, 1995; Ost, 1996b), and perhaps should 
not be explicitly targeted (Marks, 1987; Soares & Ohman, 1993). Asking patients to 
explicitly evaluate and challenge their fearful cognitions might elicit resistance and 
doubt, which could interfere with the cognitive processing that is necessary for effective 
change. This was evidenced by the Handout group, who endorsed fewer phobic 
cognitions yet derived no in-the-moment benefit in terms of phobic response to spider 
pictures. This discrepancy between explicit self-report and in-the-moment phobic 
response could indicate that a self-reported decrease in phobic cognitions is an 
insufficient measure of fear reduction. Recently, Ellwart, Rinck, and Becker (2006) 
found that an Implicit Association Task (IAT; Greenwald, McGhee, & Schwartz, 1998) 
predicted behavioral avoidance during a Behavioral Approach Task (BAT) beyond what 
a self-report questionnaire predicted. The IAT is a categorization task that assesses the 
implicit associations of different stimuli in memory. Such associations are implicit in 
the sense that they occur outside of conscious control, and sometimes outside of 
conscious awareness (Teachman & Woody, 2003). Ellwart et al. (2006) entered 
questionnaire scores and IAT scores into a hierarchical regression, with BAT speed as 
the criterion variable. The questionnaire and the IAT each uniquely predicted 
behavioral avoidance. These results suggest that participants’ explicit self-reported
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beliefs about their fear reduction should be interpreted with caution. To more 
comprehensively assess fear reduction, future research should include implicit measures 
such as the IAT, physiological measures such as heart rate and galvanic skin response, 
and more direct behavioral indices such as the BAT. Further, reaction time in response 
to the spider pictures would be an index of avoidance—participants who view each 
picture and quickly move on might be avoiding the stimuli, which would indicate that 
fear reduction has not occurred.
Story Delivery was tested in the present dissertation because it is an implicit 
approach, and it might provide an alternative or an adjunct to behavior therapy. Story 
delivery did not implicitly reduce phobic cognitions as behavior therapy does (e.g., 
Chambless & Gillis, 1993), but it did reduce the in-the-moment phobic response to 
spider stimuli as behavior therapy does. In the Story Delivery condition readers’ 
cognitions were directed towards building a situation model and focusing outward on 
story protagonists. They were therefore less prone to inwardly evaluating and resisting 
the psychoeducation they read. Although the psychoeducation was not salient in the 
minds of story readers, it produced a decrease in phobic response to spider stimuli. The 
handout group members, who were explicitly invited to alter their cognitions, displayed 
no in-the-moment benefit in phobic response. This finding is consistent with claims 
that an explicit cognitive approach to fear reduction is contraindicated (Marks, 1987; 
McNally, 1995; Soares & Ohman, 1993).
The present study also assessed whether incremental treatment gains would be 
realized if the psychoeducational statements were backed up by supporting information.
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This approach is consistent with the CT concept of finding supporting evidence for 
one’s cognitions in order to challenge them Since the Handout condition closely 
resembled CT, it was hypothesized that the handout-plus-support would be more 
efficacious than the handout-without-support. However, the present findings did not 
support this hypothesis. The supporting information did not significantly enhance 
treatment benefits. Similarly, within the Story Delivery condition the effect of 
supporting information neither enhanced nor undermined treatment benefits. 
Remarkably, participants who received the story-plus-support were exposed to double 
the amount of spider-related text, yet their awareness of the study’s purpose was no 
greater than those who received the story-without-support (see Appendix F). The story 
adapted from Janit (2004) was presumably so involving that increasing the amount of 
spider-related text did not undermine the reading experience. Further, Janit’s results 
were replicated through an analysis of the present control group’s responses to the 
context-free general knowledge statements they read in lieu of spider sentences (see 
Appendix F).
Narrative Interference (NI) is a term that the present dissertation used to refer to 
the phenomenon that information learned in the context of narratives interferes with the 
subsequent retrieval of real-world semantic memory. NI is evident when participants 
respond with greater accuracy and/or slower reaction times (RTs) to sentences they read 
earlier than to unread sentences. Thus, an NI score is a difference score between read 
and unread sentences. The present results suggest that NI occurs in response to fictional 
as well as non-fictional narratives. Participants in the story and handout conditions
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displayed similar degrees of NI—9.62% after reading the story and 11.18% after 
reading the handout—whereas the control participants displayed a negligible .57%. The 
similar degree of NI across story and handout conditions is remarkable because the 
routes of delivery were so different. While reading, the handout group was well aware 
their phobic beliefs were being targeted, whereas the story group was largely unaware. 
Despite these vastly different psychoeducational approaches, participants incorporated 
similar degrees of information across reading conditions.
To assess the real-world utility of the information participants read, the present 
study compared the degree of NI that occurred in two within-subject retrieval contexts. 
In the story-related retrieval context, participants were primed by sentences related to 
the story they read, although the sentences were general enough to be answered by 
participants in the handout group. In the general knowledge retrieval context, 
participants were primed by broad-ranging general-knowledge sentences. The Story 
Delivery group displayed approximately equal NI across retrieval contexts. The fact 
that the story group could respond with equal accuracy across circumscribed and 
general retrieval contexts suggests that they incorporated the psychoeducation into 
semantic memory rather than episodic memory. That is, they did not specifically 
require story context priming in order to accurately retrieve the psychoeducation.
Conversely, the Handout Delivery group displayed greater NI in the story- 
related retrieval context than the general-knowledge retrieval context. This finding is 
somewhat puzzling. Although the handout group had not read the story, they found it 
easier to retrieve the psychoeducation in the circumscribed retrieval context imposed by
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sentences that are more-or-less related to college life than sentences from a number of 
content domains. One possible explanation for this finding is that the handout group, 
having no knowledge of the story, was primed by the spider-related thread in the story 
retrieval context whereas the story group was primed by the story context as intended. 
Thus, the handout group found it easy to verify spider sentences in the story context. 
This is a potential confound that should be addressed in future studies. An alternate 
explanation is that Story Delivery is indeed the preferable method for encoding 
psychoeducation into semantic memory. Story readers encoded the psycheducation as 
true semantic knowledge, whereas handout readers compartmentalized the 
psychoeducation to some degree and therefore performed better when they noticed the 
spider-related thread in the story context.
The present results could suggest that Story Delivery produces a more 
generalizable representation of the corrective information than Handout Delivery. This 
is consistent with the finding that Story Delivery led to decreased phobic responses 
while Handout Delivery did not. Therefore, one might conclude that (a) Story Delivery 
produces more authentic fear reduction than Handout Delivery, and that (b) the 
decreased phobic cognitions displayed by the handout group are less meaningful than 
the decreased phobic responses displayed by the story group.
One limitation of the present study is the lack of a pretest for phobic response, to 
assure that the experimental groups did not differ fundamentally in their anxiety ratings 
in response to spider stimuli. Another possible limitation is the fact that the priming 
sentences in the story-related retrieval context may have been transparent to the handout
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group, thus causing participants to notice and be primed by the embedded spider 
sentences. Another limitation of this research is that it is unclear whether the treatment 
gains are durable enough to be clinically meaningful. In order for Story Delivery to be 
a viable alternative or adjunct to existing treatments for phobias, future research should 
include one-week and one-month follow ups to assess overall effectiveness. In order to 
avoid the effect of demand characteristics, participants should be invited back to 
participate in ostensibly unrelated experiments, and presented with a spider stimulus 
when they least expect it. Future directions should also utilize actual spiders as part of a 
BAT, rather than pictures of spiders, to assure that treatment gains generalize to real-life 
situations. Finally, the discrepancy between the handout group’s self-reported decrease 
in phobic cognitions and their lack of improvement in phobic response raises questions 
about whether participants are reliable reporters of their treatment gains. This should be 
addressed in future studies, perhaps using an IAT task to assess whether self-reported 
cognitive gains are meaningful at the implicit level.
A potential strength of the present study is that Story Delivery might be an 
efficacious adjunct to behavior therapy for specific phobia, or it might serve as an 
alternative to behavior therapy when exposure is impractical or impossible. Story 
Delivery should ultimately be tested as an adjunctive treatment component in a larger 
behavioral therapy program, to assess whether it produces an increment in treatment 
benefits. One potential obstacle to testing Story Delivery in a real-world clinical setting 
is that patients would be instantly aware that the story is designed to address their 
phobias. Future research should investigate whether Story Delivery is robust when
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readers are made aware of its underlying mechanism. Research by Marsh and Fazio 
(2006) suggests that this might be the case. Readers tend to treat information from 
fictional stories as if it were verified semantic knowledge, even when warned about the 
fictional nature of the information, and even when forced to slow their reading rate and 
scan for evidence that it is indeed fiction.
The present finding that Story Delivery reduced phobic responses is somewhat 
inconsistent with the widely acknowledged theory of emotional processing outlined by 
Foa and Kozak (1986). Foa and Kozak proposed that exposure to information 
incompatible with the fear structure (e.g., finding that spiders do not typically attack 
humans) should alter the structure, but only when certain conditions are met: (a) the 
fear structure must be activated by presenting the feared stimulus in vivo or some in 
vitro substitute, (b) corrective information must be presented, and (c) the structure must 
remain activated in the presence of corrective information long enough for habituation 
to occur. Conversely, Story Delivery involves the incorporation of corrective 
information without direct activation of the fear structure in memory. The reader is 
aroused by the story rather than the phobia-related information. The present findings 
might suggest that general arousal (i.e., involvement in the fictional story) facilitates the 
emotional processing of corrective information. In order to investigate this possibility, 
future research should include measures of physiological arousal while reading.
Foa and Kozak proposed that the efficacy of novels and movies in emotional 
processing is dependent upon how closely such portrayals resemble real-life encounters 
with phobic stimuli. However, the present findings indicate that phobic content need
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only be tangential to the situation model of the story. Future replications and extensions 
of the present research are required before this case can be convincingly made. Future 
research should also investigate whether fear reduction would be produced by video 
clips and computer games containing tangential, rather than pointed, corrective 
information.
The present findings contribute to the growing body of research that attempts to 
explain the cognitive and emotional learning that occurs vicariously in response to 
fiction. We as readers, radio listeners, and movie goers are notoriously poor evaluators 
of the information to which we are exposed. The present findings are consistent with 
research suggesting that readers integrate facts learned from fiction into semantic 
memory (e.g., Gerrig & Prentice, 1991; Janit, 2004; Lewis & Anderson, 1976). Readers 
sometimes fail to effectively monitor the source of information (e.g., Begg, Anas, & 
Farinacci, 1992; Lindsay & Johnson, 1989) and are often unclear about whether the 
source of their semantic knowledge is factual or fictional (Green & Brock, 2000). 
Readers sometimes believe the facts they learn from a fictional narrative were known to 
them prior to having read the narrative (Marsh, Mead, & Roediger, 2003). Educators 
have long been aware that students benefit from reading fictional narratives, and 
therefore works of fiction are often incorporated into curricula (e.g., Dubeck, Bruce, 
Schmuckler, Moshier, & Boss, 1990; Smith, 1993). Future research should attempt to 
identify fictional narratives associated with the greatest semantic incorporation of 
information, thereby assisting educators and students with the learning process. Future
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studies might also aim to compare traditional textbooks and non-traditional texts 
which the lines between fact and fiction are more fluid.
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B e l i e f s  H a n d o u t
T h is  h a n d o u t  i s  d e s ig n e d  t o  h e lp  p e o p le  e x a m in e  th e ir  b e l i e f s ,  a n d  
c h a n g e  th e ir  th in k in g  i f  t h e y  f in d  it  to  b e  fa u lty . P e o p le  b e l i e v e  th in g s  th a t  
a re  n o t  a lw a y s  tru e . S o m e t im e s  w e  b e l i e v e  th in g s  e v e n  w h e n  w e  d o  n o t  
h a v e  e v id e n c e  t o  su p p o r t  o u r  b e l i e f s .  T h e r e fo r e ,  b e l i e f s  a re  n o t  a lw a y s  
a c c u r a te , a n d  t h e y  d o  n o t  a lw a y s  s e r v e  u s  w e l l .  Y o u  m ig h t  f in d  th e  r e s t  o f  
th is  h a n d o u t  u s e f u l  in  h e lp in g  y o u  to  c h a l le n g e  s o m e  o f  y o u r  b e l i e f s  a b o u t  
s p id e r s , w h ic h  c a u s e  y o u  to  fe a r  th e m . H e r e  i s  s o m e  h e lp f u l  in fo r m a t io n  
a b o u t  sp id e r s :
S p id e r s  d o  n o t  s e e k  to  a tta c k  h u m a n s . T h e y  h a v e  n o  r e a s o n  t o  a tta c k  
a n y  c r e a tu r e  u n le s s  it  i s  s m a ll  e n o u g h  t o  e a t— lik e  s m a ll  in s e c t s .  V e r y  f e w  
s p id e r s  a re  d a n g e r o u s . I f  t h e y  d o  b it e ,  it  w i l l  u s u a l ly  j u s t  irr ita te  th e  sk in .  
S p id e r s  c a n  b e  e a s i l y  s h a k e n  o f f .  W h e n  t h e y  s e n s e  d a n g e r , a l l  t h e y  w a n t  to  
d o  i s  e s c a p e .  S p id e r s  d o  n o t  s ta r e  a t p e o p le .  T h e y  d o n ’t  e v e n  k n o w  w h a t  a  
p e r s o n  is .  S p id e r s  a re  n o t  d ir ty . T h e ir  b it e  i s  th e  s a m e  a s  a n y  o th e r  s m a l l  c u t  
y o u  c o u ld  g e t— it h a s  a n  e q u a l  c h a n c e  o f  g e t t in g  in f e c t e d .
S p id e r s  d o  n o t  h id e  in  o r d e r  to  p o p  u p  a n d  s c a r e  y o u . T h a t’s  j u s t  
H o l ly w o o d  p o r tr a y in g  s p id e r s  a s  d ia b o l ic a l .  S p id e r s  a re  n o t  th a t  
u n p r e d ic ta b le . T h e y ’r e  a c tu a l ly  e a s y  to  p r e d ic t  i f  y o u  u n d e r s ta n d  th a t  
t h e y ’re  a fr a id  o f  y o u  a n d  t h e y  j u s t  w a n t  to  e s c a p e .  S p id e r s  d o  n o t  tr a v e l  in  
p a ir s . T h e y  p r e fe r  l iv in g  in  th e ir  o w n  s e p a r a te  a re a s . S p id e r s  c a n n o t  
b e c o m e  la rg er . A c t u a l ly ,  t h e y  m ig h t  tr y  to  a p p e a r  e v e n  s m a lle r  w h e n  t h e y  
a re sc a r e d . S p id e r s  a re  n o t  u n c o n tr o l la b le .  T h e y ’re  e a s y  to  c o n tr o l  w h e n  
y o u  c o m e  to  u n d e r s ta n d  th e ir  m o v e m e n t s .
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1. I avoid going to parks or on camping trips because there may be spiders about.
2. I would feel some anxiety holding a toy spider in my hand.
3. If a picture of a spider crawling on a person appears on the screen during a 
motion picture, I turn my head away.
4. I dislike looking at pictures of spiders in a magazine.
5. If there is a spider on the ceiling over my bed, I cannot go to sleep unless 
someone kills it for me.
6. I enjoy watching spiders build webs.
7. I am terrified by the thought of touching a harmless spider.
8. If someone says that there are spiders anywhere about, I become alert and on 
edge.
9. I would not go down to the basement to get something if I thought there might 
be spiders down there.
10 . 1 would feel uncomfortable if a spider crawled out of my shoe as I took it out of 
the closet to put it on.
11. When I see a spider, I feel tense and restless.
12.1 enjoy reading articles about spiders.
13 .1 feel sick when I see a spider.
14. Spiders are sometimes useful.
15.1 shudder when I think of spiders.
16.1 don’t mind being near a harmless spider if there is someone there in whom I 
have confidence.
17. Some spiders are very attractive to look at.
18.1 don’t believe anyone could hold a spider without some fear.
19. The way spiders move is repulsive.
20. It wouldn’t bother me to touch a dead spider with a long stick.
21. If I came upon a spider while cleaning the attic I would probably run.
22. I’m more afraid of spiders than any other animal.
23.1 would not want to travel to Mexico or Central America because of the greater 
prevalence of tarantulas.
24.1 am cautious when buying fruit because bananas may attract spiders.
25.1 have no fear of non-poisonous spiders.
26.1 wouldn’t take a course in biology if I thought I might have to handle live 
spiders.
27. Spider webs are very artistic.
28.1 think that I’m no more afraid of spiders than the average person.
29.1 would prefer not to finish a story if something about spiders was introduced 
into the plot.
30. Even if I was late for a very important appointment, the thought of spiders 
would stop me from taking a shortcut through an underpass.
31. Not only am I afraid of spiders, but millipedes and caterpillars make me feel 
anxious.
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When there is a spider in my vicinity, I believe the spider...
1. will come towards me.
2. will jump onto me.
3. will crawl into my clothes.
4. will bite me.
5. will attack me.
6. will crawl towards my private parts.
7. senses that I am anxious.
8. knows that I am anxious and that I cannot stand it.










19. is very quick.
20. is uncontrollable.
21. runs in an elusive way.
22. usually travels in pairs.
23. will become larger.
24. hides itself.
25. runs very fast.
26. will chase me.
27. is staring at me.
28. will settle in spots I do not want, like my bed.
29. will pop up unexpectedly.
30. will control me.
31. will walk over me during the night.
32. will hide itself and pop up unexpectedly 10 times as big, or with other spiders.
33. will drive me to the wall.
34. cannot be shaken off once it is on me.
35. especially selects me because of my fear.
36. hides itself in order to pop up unexpectedly.
37. wants to come upon me in parts I cannot reach.
38. becomes (in my imagination) very large and holds me with its legs.
39. will settle on my face.
40. is never alone, there are always more of them.
41. will drop from the ceiling on me.
42. is spying on me.
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Story Block Priming Sentences
1. Physics is a general education requirement at many universities. (True)
2. Drinking beer and going to clubs are popular college activities. (True)
3. Ford Mustangs are foreign cars. (False)
4. Vikings originated in Scandinavia (e.g., Sweden). (True)
5. People from Iowa are known as Hoosiers. (False)
6. Playing with your hair is a possible indication that you like someone. (True)
7. Fries and onion rings are considered to be healthy food. (False)
8. Barbie Dolls are preferred by girls. (True)
9. Police emergency phones are often found on college campuses. (True)
10. Martial artist Bruce Lee is alive. (False)
11. Custodial staff does not clean at night. (False)
12. Most college professors have Ph.D.s. (True)
13. Bruce Springsteen was bom in the USA. (True)
14. Police cars have red and green lights. (False)
15. Four elephants will not fit into a Ford automobile. (True)
16. Many college students like to watch live bands. (True)
17. Blockbuster rents out music CDs. (False)
18. Sioux City is in Iowa. (True)
19. Bars do not have colorful neon signs. (False)
20. Football is not a very popular college sport. (False)
21. Lex Luthor is Superman’s enemy. (Tme)
22. Breaking into a professor’s office is risky. (Tme)
23. Buildings, but not streets, are often named after ex-presidents. (False)
24. Drinking alcohol gives you the munchies. (Tme)
25. International students are usually poor students. (False)
26. Shaky legs and sweaty palms are signs of confidence. (False)
27. Door keys can open desk drawers. (False)
28. Professors have few books. (False)
29. Apples taste like cardboard. (False)
30. Volunteering at an animal shelter is considered by most to be a good deed. (Tme)
General Knowledge Block Priming Sentences
1. No animal eats bees. (False)
2. The shock of an electric eel can knock a man down. (Tme)
3. Toronto is the capital of Canada. (False)
4. In the US version of Monopoly', the color of Vermont Avenue is dark blue. (False)
5. An elephant can smell water up to 3 miles away. (Tme)
6. A gallon of pure water weighs 10 ounces. (False)
7. The Emperor Napoleon was an alcoholic. (False)
8. It is impossible to sneeze and keep your eyes open at the same time. (Tme)
9. George Washington was one of the first to wear dentures. (Tme)
10. The prefix 'giga' means a million. (False)
11. There is such a country known as Benin. (Tme)
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12. Fort Knox is found in Washington, D C. (False)
13. On July 20, 1969, American astronaut Alan Shepherd made the first footsteps ever 
on the surface of the moon. (False)
14. Adults have more bones than babies do. (False)
15. The highest measurement possible on the Richter scale (earthquake force) is 10. 
(False)
16. If a month starts on a Sunday it will always contain Friday the 13th. (True)
17. Pasta originated in Asia and was brought to Italy from China by Marco Polo. (True)
18. Tomatoes are not considered vegetables. (True)
19. Spiders don't get caught in their own webs because their legs have a special 'non­
stick' fluid on them. (False)
20. If you have allergies as a kid you won't have them when you are an adult. (False)
21. If you look at a solar eclipse too long you may go blind. (True)
22. Women athletes were not allowed to compete in the Ancient Greek Olympic 
Games. (True)
23. Wilbur Wright died in 1908 of injuries he suffered when the prototype airplane, that 
he and his brother Orville had developed for the United States Army, crashed near 
Ft. Meyers, Virginia. (False)
24. The first set of Crayola crayons had eight colors. (True)
25. Jennifer Love-Hewitt dated Dennis Hopper’s son, Alex. (False)
26. FBI means Federal Bureau of Investigation. (True)
27. The state of Georgia borders the state of Alabama. (True)
28. The first Triceratops bones were discovered in 1889. (True)
29. The actor who played the part of the mummy in the movie of the same name grew 
up in South Africa. (True)
30. No word in the English language has 5 consecutive vowels. (False)
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Recall that after participants in all conditions read their assigned reading 
materials, they were asked the question “What do you think the purpose of this study 
is?” and were given a ffee-form field in which to type their responses. This question 
served as a transparency check to determine which reading materials cued participants 
that they had been invited back based on their reported fear of spiders at screening. 
Participants’ qualitative responses were coded in one of three ways, based on their 
awareness of the purpose of the study: 0 =No idea the study addressed their fear o f 
spiders, 1 = Believed the study was designed to change the way they generally think, 2 = 
Believed the study was designed specifically to address their spider-related beliefs. 
Participants in the story (M= . 19) and control (M=. 30) conditions did not significantly 
differ, t (1, 106) = 1.04,/? < .40, d=  .21. This suggests that the story group was largely 
unaware of the spider-related nature of the study, despite reading 10 spider-related 
target sentences in the story. Participants in the handout condition (.M  =1.51) displayed 
greater insight into the spider-related nature of the study than those in the story 
condition (M= .19), t (1, 147) = 13.63,/? < .01, d= 1.48. Thus, corrective information 
about spiders went largely unnoticed by the story group.
Manipulation Check
Recall that the fictional story used in the Story Delivery condition and the 
control condition was taken from Janit (2004). In the present control condition all 
target sentences were context-free assertions. This was done in order to replicate Janit’s
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
122
findings, to equalize the amount of spurious information across treatment and control 
stories, and to serve as a manipulation check that the story produces Narrative 
Interference, regardless of whether the target information is spider-related or general 
knowledge-related.
In order to test the efficacy of the fictional story to produce Narrative 
Interference, mean accuracy scores and RTs for context-free assertions were submitted 
to f-tests comparing the control condition with the combined treatment conditions. 
Participants in the control condition displayed greater NI accuracy scores (M = 10.00) 
than those in the combined treatment conditions (M = .13), t (1, 185) = 3.54,/? < .01, d  
= .65. Participants in the control condition displayed NI reaction times (M = 74 msecs) 
not significantly different from those in the combined treatment conditions (M = -2 
msecs), t (1, 185) = .70, p  < .50, d= .13. The results of this manipulation check are 
consistent with Janit (2004), in that interference manifested in the form of accuracy 
rather than RT. The results further demonstrate the efficacy of the fictional story and 
the context-free general knowledge target sentences to produce Narrative Interference.
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(Note: For ease of identification, target sentences are underlined, 
and support is italicized)
N ig h t  M is s io n  
B y  V in c e n t  H a r d in g
I d id n ’t  k n o w  a b o u t  i t  w h i le  it  w a s  h a p p e n in g , b u t  la te r  I f o u n d  o u t  
e v e r y th in g . It w a s  a  F r id a y  n ig h t  a s  I r e m e m b e r . W e  w e r e  s tu d e n ts  a t  
W e s te r n  I o w a  U n iv e r s i t y  in  C le a r f ie ld ,  I o w a .  T h e  F a ll  S e m e s te r  w a s  h a l f  
o v e r . In  fa c t ,  m id te r m  e x a m s  h a d  j u s t  e n d e d . It w a s  t im e  o f  th e  y e a r  w h e n  
th e  s u n  g o e s  d o w n  e a r lie r  a n d  e a r lie r  e a c h  F r id a y  n ig h t  u n t il  f r ig id  
D e c e m b e r .  T h a t’ s  w h a t  I r e m e m b e r . A n d  th is :
In  a  d a r k e n e d  P h y s ic s  b u i ld in g  o n  th e  c a m p u s  o f  W e s te r n  I o w a  
U n iv e r s i ty ,  in  th e  m id d le  o f  th e  n ig h t  th r e e  d e s p e r a te  s o u ls  s e a r c h e d  fo r  a  
s in g le  p ie c e  o f  p a p e r — a  p ie c e  o f  e v id e n c e  th a t n e e d e d  to  b e  d e s tr o y e d . T h e  
u n s u s p e c t in g  ja n ito r  w a s  o n  h is  w a y  d o w n  t o  th e  f lo o r  t h e y  w e r e  o n . T h e  
p o l i c e  h a d  b e e n  n o t i f ie d  a n d  w e r e  o n  th e ir  w a y .  O n e  o f  th e  th r e e  s tu d e n ts  
w a s  b le e d in g  q u ite  b a d ly .  A n o th e r  w a s  m y  c o u s in ,  S t e v e n  H a r d in g . T h a t’s  
h o w  I k n o w  a b o u t  th is  s to r y .
T h e  m o o n le s s  tr ip  u p  to  th e  H ig h  L e v e l  R o a d  t o o k  a t le a s t  f o r t y - f iv e  
m in u te s .  S t e v e n  H a r d in g  h a d  a  l o n g  t im e  to  th in k , s tr e tc h e d  o u t  in  th e  d ark  
in  th e  b a c k  s e a t ,  w a tc h in g  th e  c r a z y  p a tte r n s  th e  s tr e e t l ig h ts  m a d e  o n  h is  
a rm s. H is  fr ie n d s  R y a n  a n d  T o m  w e r e  t e l l in g  la m e  j o k e s  a b o v e  th e  m u s ic ,  
l ik e  " H o w  d o  y o u  f i t  fo u r  e le p h a n t s  in to  a  F ord ?"  a n d  la u g h in g  e x c i t e d ly  a t  
th e  p u n c h  l in e s .  S t e v e  h a d  n o t  y e t  s a id  a n y th in g  to  th e m  a b o u t  th e  te r r ib le  
e v e n t s  o f  th e  d a y , m a in ly  b e c a u s e  T o m , a  p s y c h o lo g y  m a jo r , w a s  t e l l in g  a  
s e m i- in t e r e s t in g  s to r y  a b o u t  a  c h i ld  w h o  h a d  F e ta l  A lc o h o l  S y n d r o m e .
S te v e  w a s  in  a  w o r ld  o f  h is  o w n .
" W h o  a m  I?" S t e v e  a s k e d  h im s e lf .  S o m e t im e s  w h e n  j u s t  o n e  th in g  i s  w r o n g  
in  y o u r  l i f e ,  y o u  t e n d  to  th in k  th a t  y o u r  w h o l e  l i f e  s u c k s .  T h a t’ s  h o w  S te v e  
w a s  f e e l in g ,  b u t  I ’ l l  t e l l  y o u  s o m e th in g  a b o u t  th e  g u y — w e  a ll  w a n te d  to  b e  
l ik e  h im . H e  h a d  th e  g lo w .  S t e v e  w a s  g o in g  t o  b e c o m e  a  w r ite r , a  t e l le r  o f  
s to r ie s :  n o v e l s ,  m o v ie s ,  p la y s .  S t e v e  w a s  a  sea r ch er . H e  tr ie d  to  u n d e r s ta n d  
th e  p l ig h t  o f  th e  ea r th . H e  d id  g o o d  d e e d s ,  e s p e c ia l ly  w h e n  n o b o d y  w a s  
lo o k in g .  H e  h o p e d  o n e  d a y  to  w r it e  im p o r ta n t  w o r d s ,  c o n tr ib u te  to  th e  
w o r ld  in  s o m e  m e a n in g fu l  w a y .  H e  w a s  g o in g  to  fa l l  in  l o v e  w i t h  a  s p e c ia l
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g ir l  a n d  sh a r e  h is  d r e a m s  w it h  h er . S t e v e  h a d  th e  g lo w .  L e g e n d  h a s  i t  th a t  
th e  h a n d s  o f  B r u c e  L e e ,  f a m e d  m a r tia l a r t is t , w o u ld  g l o w  w h e n  h e  fo u g h t .  
S t e v e  w a s  n o  f ig h te r , b u t  h e  g lo w e d  a c c o r d in g  to  t h o s e  w h o  k n e w  h im —  
w h e n  h e  s p o k e ,  w h e n  h e  w r o te ,  w h e n  h e  d id  a n y th in g .
E a r lie r  th a t  F r id a y  a t a b o u t  6  P M , S t e v e n  H a r d in g  p u s h e d  h is  w a y  
th r o u g h  th e  s p r in g - lo a d e d  a p a r tm e n t d o o r  a n d  w r ig g le d  o u t  o f  h is  h e a v y  
b a c k p a c k . T ir e d  a n d  s o r e  fr o m  h is  w o r k o u t ,  S te v e  g r a b b e d  a n  a p p le ,  
f lo p p e d  d o w n  o n  th e  s o fa ,  c l i c k e d  th e  T V  o n , a n d  tr ie d  t o  fo r g e t  w h a t  h a d  
h a p p e n e d  in  h is  P h y s ic s  c la s s  th a t d a y . H e  t o o k  in  a  d e e p  b r e a th  a n d  l e t  it  
o u t  s lo w ly .  H e  c o u ld  f e e l  th e  d u l l  th u d  o f  h i s  h ea r t in  h is  c h e s t .  T h e  r o o m  
s e e m e d  d a rk er  a n d  g r a y e r  th a n  u s u a l.
S te v e 's  r o o m m a te  R y a n  B a x te r  w a s  h o m e . H e  c o u ld  h e a r  R y a n 's  
s te r e o  p la y in g  in  h is  r o o m . T h e y  h a d  a r r a n g e d  to  g o  u p  to  th e  H ig h  L e v e l  
R o a d  w it h  th e  u s u a l  c r o w d , h a v e  a  f e w  d r in k s  a n d  w a tc h  a  b a n d  p la y ,  s o  
R y a n  w a s  p r o b a b ly  g e t t in g  r e a d y . S t e v e  f l ip p e d  c h a n n e ls  a  f e w  t im e s  a n d  
fo u n d  a  re ru n  o f  T h e  S im p s o n s .  H e  h a d  th is  s in k in g  f e e l in g  d o w n  in  th e  p it  
o f  h is  s to m a c h . W h y ,  h e  k e p t  a s k in g  h im s e l f ,  d id  h e  g o  th r o u g h  w it h  it?  
W h y  d id  h e  ta k e  th a t  c h a n c e ?  N o w  h is  fu tu r e  w a s  p r o b a b ly  r u in e d . H e  
r e p la y e d  th e  e v e n t s  o v e r  a n d  o v e r  in  h is  h e a d . W h o  k n e w  a b o u t  it?  
O b v io u s ly  h is  p h y s ic s  p r o fe s s o r  d id , b u t  w h a t  a b o u t  o th e r  s tu d e n ts  in  th e  
c la s s ?  D id  t h e y  s e e  w h a t  w a s  g o in g  o n ?  W e r e  th e y  ta lk in g  a b o u t  it  a l l  o v e r  
c a m p u s  a t th is  v e r y  m o m e n t?
R y a n 's  d o o r  s w u n g  o p e n  a n d  m u s ic  b u r s t  in to  th e  l iv in g  r o o m . H e  
p lo u g h e d  th r o u g h  th e  l i v in g  r o o m  in to  th e  k it c h e n , th e  p h o n e  p e r c h e d  
b e t w e e n  h is  s h o u ld e r  a n d  h is  ear .
" Y e a h , y e a h  w e 'r e  t o t a l ly  l e a v in g  in  l ik e  h a l f  a n  h ou r ,"  R y a n  w a s  t e l l in g  
s o m e b o d y — p r o b a b ly  T o m  H o fr n e y e r , a  S w e d is h  e x c h a n g e  s tu d e n t . " W e're  
g o in g  to  h a v e  a n  e x c e l l e n t  t im e  u p  th e r e  s o  g e t  y o u r s e l f  r e a d y  b r o !”  
E v e r y th in g  w a s  a lw a y s  fa n ta s t ic  o r  e x c e l l e n t  a c c o r d in g  to  R y a n .
" W h o?"  R y a n  a s k e d  a s  h is  e y e s  g o t  w id e r .  " T h ey  a re ?  A l l  r ig h t!"  H e  
r e m o v e d  th e  p h o n e  fr o m  h is  e a r  a n d  p o in te d  it  a t  S te v e .  " S te e e e v ie ,  g u e s s  
w h o 's  g o in g  u p  to  th e  H ig h  L e v e l  R o a d  to n ig h t!"
"I d u n n o ,"  m u m b le d  S te v e ,  h is  a t t e n t io n  f o c u s e d  s q u a r e ly  o n  th e  T V  a n d  
s o m e th in g  b r o w n  th a t  b e c a m e  a p p a r e n t in  h is  a p p le  a s  h e  t o o k  a  b ite .  
" M ic h e lle  P a rk er  a n d  S a m a n th a  H a ll  a n d . .."  R y a n  p a u s e d ,  tr y in g  to  th in k  
o f  th e  n a m e s  o f  s o m e  o f  th e  o th e r  g ir ls  in  th a t  c r o w d . H e  lo o k e d  a  l i t t le
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m a n ic .  " A n d  l i k e . .. a l l  t h o s e  o th e r  g ir ls  th a t  h a n g  o u t  w i t h  th e m , k n o w  
w h a t  I 'm  s a y in g  S te e -e e e v e ? "
S te v e 's  h e a r t  s k ip p e d  a  b e a t  w h e n  h e  h e a r d  S a m a n th a 's  n a m e . H e  s to p p e d  
c h e w in g  a n d  lo o k e d  o v e r  a t R y a n , w h o  w a s  a lr e a d y  o f f  th a t  t o p ic  a n d  o n to  
s o m e th in g  e l s e .
" N o  m a n , th a t  E n g l i s h  p a p e r  isn 't  d u e  u n t il  n e x t  T h u r s d a y  o r  F r id a y ,"  R y a n  
sa id . T o m  a lw a y s  w o r r ie d  a b o u t  s c h o o lw o r k .
" S to p  w o r r y in g  a b o u t  th a t  a n d  le t 's  r o c k  m a n ! W h a t  a b o u t  N o r m ? ”  
R y a n  a s k e d . “ S p id e r s  d o  n o t  s e e k  to  a tta c k  h u m a n s . They have no reason to 
attack any creature unless it is small enough to eat—like small insects. 
W e 'll  b e  o v e r  to  p ic k  y o u  u p  in  a b o u t  th ir ty  m in u te s ."  R y a n , n o w  in  th e  
k it c h e n ,  w a s  n e g o t ia t in g  th e  t im e fr a m e  o f  th e ir  d ep a r tu re  w it h  T o m .
" W h y  d o  y o u  n e e d  a n  h o u r  m a n ?  A lr ig h t ,  m a k e  it  f o r t y - f iv e  m in u t e s  th en ."  
R y a n  w a s  c h e c k in g  o u t  h is  r e f le c t io n  in  th e  d o o r  o f  th e  m ic r o w a v e  o v e n .  
" W h a t d o  y o u  m e a n  f i f t y  m in u te s ?  J u s t  g e t  y o u r  a s s  in  gear!"
S t e v e  la y  o n  th e  s o f a  r u b b in g  h is  a c h in g  t e m p le s .  T h e  g ir l  h e  h a d  a  
m a jo r  c r u s h  o n  w a s  g o in g  to  b e  o n  th e  H ig h  L e v e l  R o a d . S a m a n th a  
E liz a b e th  H a l l  ( y o u  k n o w  y o u 'r e  in  l o v e  w h e n  y o u  h a v e  ta k e n  th e  tr o u b le  to  
f in d  o u t  a  g ir l ’ s  m id d le  n a m e )  w a s  th e  c e n te r  o f  S te v e 's  u n iv e r s e ,  th o u g h  
n o t  m o r e  th a n  a  f e w  s e n t e n c e s  h a d  p a s s e d  b e t w e e n  th e m . S h e  h a d  lo n g ,  
d a rk  a u b u rn  h a ir , b lu e  e y e s ,  a n d  a n  a m a z in g  s m ile .  S h e  lo v e d  E n g l i s h  
l ite r a tu r e , p h i lo s o p h y ,  m o v ie s ,  a n d  fo o t b a l l— th e  s a m e  th in g s  S t e v e  w a s  
in t e r e s te d  in , a n d  s h e  w a s  sm a rt. S h e  p r o b a b ly  w o u ld n 't  w a n t  to  h a v e  
a n y th in g  t o  d o  w i t h  h im  i f  s h e  fo u n d  o u t  w h a t  r e a l ly  h a p p e n e d  to d a y ,  S t e v e  
th o u g h t .
R y a n  w a s  s h a k in g  a n  o r a n g e  j u i c e  c o n ta in e r  f e v e r i s h ly  a n d  t e l l in g  
T o m  to  c h i l l ,  g e t  m o v in g ,  a n d  s o  o n . S t e v e  w a s  th in k in g  a b o u t  t e l l in g  h is  
r o o m m a te  a b o u t  h is  p r o b le m .
" S te e e e v — e y !!!" R y a n  c h a n te d  a s  h e  t o s s e d  th e  p h o n e  o n to  a  n e a r b y  ch a ir . 
“ C h ill  t im e  i s  o v e r  m a n , le t 's  g o !"  h e  r a n te d , tu c k in g  h is  sh ir t  f o r c e f u l ly  in to  
h is  p a n ts . "I c a n  s e e  b y  y o u r  e x p r e s s io n  th a t o u r  p la n s  fo r  to n ig h t  a re  n o t  
th r i l l in g  y o u ."
S t e v e  s ig h e d  a n d  f l ip p e d  th e  c h a n n e l  a g a in . H e  w a s  th in k in g  a b o u t  s ta y in g  
a t h o m e .
" D o n 't e v e n  th in k  a b o u t  s ta y in g  h o m e  d u d e . S a m a n th a — th e  o b je c t  o f  y o u r  
d e s ir e — is  g o in g  t o  b e  u p  th e r e , n o t  t o  m e n t io n  t h o s e  c u te  fr ie n d s  o f  h e r s  
w h o  a re  a l l  s in g le  fo r  s o m e  m y s t ic a l  r e a so n ,"  R y a n  m u s e d .
"I h a v e  to  ta lk  to  y o u  a b o u t  s o m e th in g ,"  S t e v e  m a n a g e d .
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" T a lk  in  th e  ca r  m a n , w e  h a v e  to  h it  th e  H ig h  L e v e l  R o a d  b e fo r e  a l l  th e  
g o o d  p la c e s  a re  p a c k e d ,"  R y a n  re to r ted .
S t e v e  g o t  u p  a n d  c l i c k e d  th e  T V  o f f .  " A lr ig h t. I h a v e  to  g e t  s h o w e r e d  th en ."  
H e  w a s  a c tu a l ly  g la d  n o t  t o  h a v e  to  ta lk  a b o u t  it  r ig h t  a w a y .
" E x c e lle n t  S t e e e e v e ;  fa n ta s t ic  b ro !"  R y a n  b e l lo w e d ,  c la p p in g  l ik e  a  fo o t b a l l  
c o a c h  w h o  i s  t r y in g  to  m o t iv a t e  h is  te a m .
J u st b e fo r e  t h e y  le f t ,  S t e v e  h e a r d  a  k it te n  m e o w in g  o u t s id e ,  a n d  h e  in s is t e d  
o n  b r in g in g  th a t  t in y  b a l l  o f  l i f e  in s id e .  T h e  w e a th e r  w a s  g o in g  to  tu rn  c o ld  
la ter . H e  g a v e  it  s o m e  m i lk  t o  d r in k  a n d  le f t  it  c u d d le d  in  a  m e s s  o f  
b la n k e t s  o n  h is  b e d  t o  s le e p .  S t e v e  h a d  th e  g lo w .  O h  y e a h ,  a n d  a s  t h e y  w e r e  
w a lk in g  o u t  th e  d o o r  I c a l le d  S t e v e  to  f in d  o u t  w h a t  h e  h a d  p la n n e d  fo r  th e  
e v e n in g .  M y  n a m e  i s  V in c e  H a r d in g . I ’m  S t e v e ’ s  f ir s t  c o u s in .
I lo a d e d  m y  g u ita r  a n d  o th e r  g e a r  in to  m y  c a r  a n d  h e a d e d  fo r  th e  
H ig h  L e v e l  R o a d  s h o r t ly  a fte r  S t e v e  a n d  R y a n  d id . I  tu n e d  in to  C le a r f ie ld  
9 6 .7  a n d  th e  C o u n t in g  C r o w s  u s h e r e d  in  th e  e v e n in g .  S tr e e t l ig h t s  f l ic k e r e d  
o n  a n d  p iz z a  d e l iv e r y  s ig n s  l i t  u p  o n  th e  r o o f s  o f  C iv ic s ,  C a v a l ie r s ,  a n d  
C o r o lla s .  B lo c k b u s te r  w a s  b u z z in g  a s  I d r o v e  b y  o n  m y  w a y  o u t  o f  to w n .  
T h is  i s  w h a t  th e  sta rt o f  th e  w e e k e n d  lo o k s  l ik e  in  C le a r f ie ld ,  w h e th e r  
y o u 'r e  s ta y in g  in  t o w n ,  o r  c r u is in g  th e  H ig h  L e v e l  R o a d  w it h  y o u r  
r o o m m a te s  a n d  o th e r  g o o d  fr ie n d s , w a n t in g  to  s e e  a n d  b e  s e e n ,  w is h in g  
p e r h a p s  t o  c a t c h  s o m e o n e 's  e y e .  M y  g o a l  fo r  th e  e v e n in g  w a s  n o t  to  s c r e w  
u p  m y  g u ita r  s o lo  in  m y  b a n d ’s  r e n d it io n  o f  a n  o ld  F o r e ig n e r  s o n g ,  b u t  
S t e v e ’ s  e v e n in g  w a s  a  lo t  m o r e  c h a l le n g in g .
S t e v e  c o u ld n 't  k e e p  it  a l l  to  h im s e l f  a n y m o r e . H e  le a n e d  fo r w a r d  a n d  
s n a p p e d  th e  c a r  s te r e o  o f f  j u s t  a s  T o m  w a s  d e l iv e r in g  th e  p u n c h  l in e  to  a  
l e s s - t h a n  h ila r io u s  j o k e .
" T w o  in  th e  fr o n t a n d  t w o  in  th e  b a ck !"  T o m  r a v e d  a s  h e  a n d  R y a n  w e n t  
in to  a n o th e r  f i t  o f  la u g h te r .
" G u y s , lis te n ,"  S t e v e  s a id  in  a  s h a k y  v o i c e .  " T h ere's  s o m e th in g  I h a v e  to  
t e l l  y o u .  P r o m is e  n o t  t o  t e l l  a n y o n e ,  a lr ig h t?  R y a n  a n d  T o m  lo o k e d  a t e a c h  
o th e r  m o m e n ta r ily .
" W h at's  g o in g  o n ? "  a s k e d  R y a n  w ith o u t  s h if t in g  h is  f o c u s  fr o m  th e  ro a d .
"I th in k ,"  s a id  S te v e ,  "that I 'm  g o in g  to  g e t  k ic k e d  o u t  o f  s c h o o l ."
" W h a t th e  h e l l  a re  y o u  ta lk in g  a b o u t? "  a s k e d  T o m  in  h is  d is t in c t iv e  
S w e d is h  a c c e n t .
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"I'm ta lk in g  a b o u t  th e  fa c t  th a t I c h e a te d  o n  m y  P h y s ic s  m id te r m  to d a y . I . .. 
I c h e a te d ,"  s a id  S te v e .
" D id  y o u  g e t  b u ste d ? "  a s k e d  T o m  a s  h e  s h if t e d  in  h is  s e a t  to  lo o k  a t  S te v e .  
"I d o n 't  k n o w . N o t  e x a c t ly .  N o t  y e t ."
" W h at d o  y o u  m e a n ? "  a s k e d  R y a n , s o u n d in g  ra th er  p a n ic k e d , " E ith er  y o u  
g o t  b u s t e d  o r  y o u  d id n 't."
S t e v e  la u n c h e d  in to  fu l l  d e ta il .  " W e h a d  t h i s  b ru ta l m id te r m  c o m in g  u p  a n d  
I s u c k  a t P h y s ic s  a t th e  b e s t  o f  t im e s ,  s o  I d e c id e d  t o  w r it e  u p  a  s h e e t  o f  
p a p e r  w i t h  a ll  th e  fo r m u la s ,  a n d  s o m e  o f  th e  p o s s ib le  sh o r t  a n s w e r s  th a t  
m ig h t  c o m e  u p . I 'v e  n e v e r  d o n e  a n y th in g  l ik e  th a t b e fo r e  a n d  I  w a s  d a m n  
n e r v o u s  g o in g  in to  th e  e x a m . I j u s t  f ig u r e d  I'd  g e t  a w a y  w it h  it  a n d  g e t  th is  
g e n e r a l  e d u c a t io n  r e q u ir e m e n t  o u t  o f  th e  w a y .  I  j u s t  h a te  p h y s ic s ,  m a n . I 
ca n 't d o  it."
"S o  w h a t  h a p p e n e d ? "  q u iz z e d  R y a n ,  " T h e t e a c h e r  s a w  y o u r  c h e a t  sh ee t? "  
" W e ll, I 'm  n o t  su re . S h e  w a lk e d  a r o u n d  a n d  c o l l e c t e d  p e o p le 's  p a p e r s  a s  
th e y  g o t  d o n e ,  a n d  w h e n  s h e  t o o k  m y  p a p e r  I tu r n e d  in  th e  d a m n e d  s h e e t  
a lo n g  w i t h  e v e r y th in g  e ls e ,"  S t e v e  e x p la in e d .
" H o ly  sh it ,"  w h is p e r e d  T o m , " D id  s h e  s e e  it?"
"I d o n 't  k n o w . I th in k  I b le w  it, b e c a u s e  w h e n  I r e a liz e d  m y  m is ta k e  I 
w a lk e d  o v e r  t o  h e r  a n d  a s k e d  i f  I  c o u ld  h a v e  m y  p a p e r  b a ck ."  S t e v e  
m a r v e le d  a t h is  o w n  s tu p id ity . W h y  d id  h e  s u c k  a t p h y s ic s ,  a n d  w h y  h a d  h e  
c h e a te d ?
" S h e  w o u ld n 't  l e t  m e  h a v e  it  b a ck ,"  h e  e x p la in e d ,"  S h e  s a id  sh e 'd  f ig u r e  o u t  
w h a t 's  w h a t  w h e n  s h e  g r a d e s  it . M a y b e  s h e  th o u g h t  I h a d  tu r n e d  in  s o m e  
sc r a tc h  p a p e r  I m e a n t  t o  th r o w  in  th e  g a rb a g e ."
T h e r e  w a s  d e a d  s i l e n c e  in  th e  c a r  fo r  w h a t  s e e m e d  l ik e  a n  e te r n ity . J u s t  th e  
d r o n e  o f  th e  t ir e s  o n  th e  r o a d  a n d  th e  h u m  o f  th e  e n g in e .  S t e v e  s ta r e d  a t  th e  
d a s h b o a r d  l ig h t s ,  w o n d e r in g  w o u ld  b e c o m e  o f  h im .
R y a n  w a s  th e  m a s te r  o f  s ta t in g  th e  o b v io u s :  " S o  w h e n  s h e  g r a d e s  it , y o u 'r e  
s c r e w e d ."
M o r e  s i le n c e .
S t e v e  w o n d e r e d  w h e th e r  h is  fr ie n d s  w o u ld  s t i l l  w a n t  to  b e  f r ie n d s  w i t h  
h im . W h a t  d id  it  m a tte r ?  I f  h e  g o t  k ic k e d  o u t  o f  s c h o o l  h e 'd  p r o b a b ly  n e v e r  
s e e  th e m  a g a in .
"I n e e d  a  d rin k ,"  w a s  a l l  h e  c o u ld  th in k  t o  s a y  n e x t .
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R y a n  w a s  ta s k -o r ie n te d  a s  u s u a l.  " A lr ig h t  l e t ’ s  g e t  s o m e  b e e r s  a n d  f ig u r e  
th is  th in g  o u t . T o m , p a s s  m e  m y  c e l l  p h o n e .  S t e v e ,  w h o  i s  y o u r  P h y s ic s  
te a c h e r ?
T h e  H ig h  L e v e l  R o a d  w a s  in  B r ia r w o o d , I o w a . A t  7 :4 5  th e  p la c e  w a s  
b u z z in g  w i t h  c o l l e g e  s tu d e n ts  a n d  y u p p ie  lo c a l s  fr o m  n e a r b y  S io u x  C ity .  
R y a n  d r o v e  s l o w l y  d o w n  th e  H ig h  L e v e l  R o a d  a s  th e y  c h e c k e d  o u t  th e  
p u b s  a n d  c lu b s ,  lo o k in g  fo r  fa m ilia r  f a c e s  a m o n g  t h o s e  m i l l in g  a r o u n d  o n  
th e  s id e w a lk s .  S in c e  th e ir  f ir s t  e x c u r s io n  to  B r ia r w o o d  a s  fr e s h m e n  t h e y  
h a d  m a d e  a  p r a c t ic e  o f  p a r k in g  in  th e  s a m e  lo t  e v e r y  t im e — a t th e  D o l l ' s  
H o u s e  R o a d h o u s e  &  P u b , a  p o p u la r  h a n g o u t  th a t l o o k e d  l ik e  a  h u g e  B a r b ie  
D o l l  h o u s e .  P e o p le  w i t h  c o o l  c a r s  a lw a y s  p a r k e d  o n  th e  r ig h t  s id e ,  a n d  
s to o d  a r o u n d  ta lk in g  a n d  s m o k in g  a n d  d r in k in g . T h o s e  w i t h  a v e r a g e  a n d  
l o u s y  c a r s  p a r k e d  o n  th e  le f t  s id e .  R y a n 's  c a r  s u c k e d  b u t  h e  p a r k e d  o n  th e  
r ig h t a n y w a y .  T o m  c a c k le d  n a s a l ly  a s  t h e y  r o l le d  u p  a n d  s to p p e d . It w a s  
p r e tty  d ark ; j u s t  b lu e  a n d  g r e e n  n e o n  s h r o u d in g  th e  p a r k in g  lo t  l ik e  a  d u ll  
b la n k e t ,  a n d  th e n  g l im m e r in g  o f f  th e  h o o d s  o f  p o l i s h e d  c o u p e s  a n d  
c o n v e r t ib le s .
T h e y  le f t  th e  c a r  a n d  b e g a n  m a k in g  th e ir  w a y  d o w n  to w a r d  th e  D o l l ' s  
H o u s e .  S t e v e  w a s  s o  p r e o c c u p ie d  w i t h  h is  o w n  m is e r y  th a t h e  h a d n 't  
n o t ic e d  w h o  R y a n  w a s  s p e a k in g  t o  o n  h is  c e l l  p h o n e  in  th e  ca r . B u t  
o b v io u s ly  n o t  c o m p le t e ly  p r e o c c u p ie d — h e  s to p p e d  a n d  g a v e  f i v e  d o lla r s  to  
a  h o m e le s s  m a n  h e  s a w  w o n d e r in g  a r o u n d  in  a  d a r k e n e d  c o m e r  o f  th e  lo t .  
W e a v in g  b e t w e e n  th e  t ig h t ly  p a c k e d  c a r s  a n d  th e  p e o p le  le a n in g  o n  th e m ,  
th e  fa in t  s m e l l s  o f  h a ir  g e l ,  a f t e r - s h a v e ,  p e r fu m e , a n d  in c r e d ib le  D o l l ' s  
H o u s e  f o o d  c a m e  v ib r a n t ly  to g e th e r .  It w a s  th e  s m e ll  o f  th e  w e e k e n d ,  th e  
s m e ll  h a p p in e s s ,  th e  s m e l l  o f  p e r f e c t  p o te n t ia l  j u s t  w a i t in g  t o  b e  r e a liz e d .  
R y a n  s ta r te d  r e c i t in g  la m e  B a r b ie  D o l l  j o k e s  l ik e  " W h y  i s  D iv o r c e - B a r b ie  
m o r e  e x p e n s iv e  th a n  a n y  o f  th e  o th e r  B a r b ie s? "  a n d  n u d g in g  e ith e r  S t e v e  o r  
T o m  a n n o y in g ly  in  th e  r ib s  w h e n  h e  b lu r te d  th e  p u n c h  l in e s .  S t e v e  d r o p p e d  
b a c k  a n d  w a lk e d  a  f e w  p a c e s  b e h in d  th e m . H e  w a s n 't  in  th e  m o o d  fo r  j o k e s  
a n d  fu n .
P a u l R o s s '  M u s ta n g ,  p a r k e d  n e a r  th e  fr o n t  e n tr a n c e  to  th e  D o l l ' s  
H o u s e ,  w a s  u n m is ta k a b le . S h in y  r e d  p a in t ,  b la c k  c o n v e r t ib le  to p , a n d  th a t  
c o n c e i t e d  l i c e n s e  p la te :  R O S S R U L Z . T h e y  w e r e  a b o u t  to  p a s s  it  o n  th e ir  
w a y  to  th e  b ar. S t e v e  h a te d  P a u l R o s s .  P a u l w a s  o n e  o f  t h o s e  p e o p le  w h o  
w e r e  j u s t  p la in  m e a n — th e  k in d  o f  p e r s o n  w h o  w o u ld  f ig u r e  o u t  y o u r  
w e a k n e s s  fr o m  th e  f ir s t  m o m e n t  h e  la id  e y e s  o n  y o u ,  a n d  th e n  u s e  it  a g a in s t
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y o u . P a u l m a d e  h u r tfu l, s a r c a s t ic  c o m m e n ts  a b o u t  p e o p le 's  p h y s ic a l  a n d  
in t e l le c t u a l  s h o r tc o m in g s .  I f  y o u  w e r e  o v e r w e ig h t ,  i f  y o u  w e r e  g o in g  
p r e m a tu r e ly  b a ld , i f  y o u  d id  p o o r ly  o n  a  c la s s  a s s ig n m e n t ,  o r  i f  h e  d id n ’t 
l ik e  y o u r  f a c e  o r  y o u r  c lo t h e s ,  h e  w o u ld  e m b a r r a ss  y o u  a t th e  m o s t  
in o p p o r tu n e  m o m e n ts .  A n d  P a u l w a s  in te r e s te d  S a m a n th a  H a ll  to o .
A  le a th e r -c la d  e lb o w  w a s  p r o p p e d  o u t  o f  th e  d r iv er 's  s id e  w in d o w  o f  
th e  M u s ta n g . S t e v e  g l im p s e d  P a u l's  f a c e  in  th e  car 's  s id e  m irr o r  a s  h e  
a p p r o a c h e d . T h e y  d e s p is e d  e a c h  o th er . S in c e  th e ir  f ir s t  E n g l i s h  c la s s  
to g e th e r , P a u l h a d  fo u n d  fa u lt  w i t h  S te v e .  H e  w o u ld  p a s s  c o m m e n ts  l ik e ,  
" W h er e  d id  y o u  g e t  t h o s e  s h o e s — fin d  th e m  in  a  d u m p s te r  b e h in d  th e  
d o rm s? "  o r  " L o o k in g  r e a l g o o d  to d a y  H a r d in g ; I c a n  t e l l  b y  y o u r  h a ir  w h ic h  
s id e  y o u  s le p t  o n ."  A n d  s o  o n . S t e v e  h a d  tr ie d  ig n o r in g  it. H e  h a d  a l s o  tr ie d  
r e ta lia t in g  w it h  e q u a l ly  w i t t y  c o m m e n t s ,  b u t  P a u l R o s s  w a s  a  v e r y  h a rd  
p e r s o n  to  m o c k  b e c a u s e  h e  w a s  g o o d  lo o k in g ,  w e l l  d r e s s e d , h a d  a  lo t  o f  
m o n e y ,  a n d  d id  w e l l  in  s c h o o l .  P a u l c o u ld  b e  r e v o lt in g ly  c h a r m in g  w h e n  h e  
w a n te d  to ,  a n d  h e  h a d  m o s t  p e o p le  f o o le d .
" W h at's  h a p p e n in g , lo se r ? "  a s k e d  P a u l  c a s u a l ly  a s  S t e v e  w a lk e d  b y . “ W h a t  
i s  it , lo s e r s '  n ig h t  ou t?"
" D o  e v e r y o n e  a  fa v o r  a n d  g o  h o m e ,"  S t e v e  re to r te d , f i l l e d  w it h  u n b r id le d  
irr ita tio n . H e  c a r r ie d  o n  w a lk in g .
" B a d  d a y  to d a y ,  H a rd in g ? "  c a l le d  P a u l fr o m  b e h in d  th e  w h e e l  o f  th a t  c a r  h e  
d id n 't d e s e r v e .
S t e v e ’ s  h ea r t s k ip p e d  a  b e a t .  D id  P a u l k n o w ?  I f  h e  d id , S t e v e  w a s  d o n e  fo r . 
E v e n  i f  S t e v e  s ta y e d  in  s c h o o l  b y  th e  g r a c e  o f  s o m e  h ig h e r  p o w e r ,  P a u l  
w o u ld  m a k e  h is  l i f e  a  l iv in g  h e l l  u n t il  g r a d u a tio n . S t e v e  c a u g h t  u p  w it h  
R y a n  a n d  T o m , w h o  w e r e  e y e in g  s o m e  o f  th e  f e m a le  ta le n t  a r o u n d  th e  
e n tr a n c e  to  th e  d in er .
" Y o u  a lr ig h t , m a n ? "  a s k e d  T o m , ja b b in g  S t e v e  in  th e  s h o u ld e r .
" Y ea h . I  n e v e r  k n e w  th a t  e v i l  e x i s t e d  th o u g h  u n t il  I  m e t  P a u l R o s s ,"  S te v e  
sa id .
" R o ssru lz !"  b e l lo w e d  T o m  s a r c a s t ic a l ly .
" Y e a h , R o s s r u lz ,  R o s s r u lz !"  R y a n  j o in e d  in ,  f i s t  r a is e d  c lu m s i ly  in  th e  a ir. 
S te v e  r e a l iz e d  th a t h is  fr ie n d s  w e r e  in  h is  c o m e r  n o  m a tte r  w h a t . H e  h a d  
b e e n  t o o  p r e o c c u p ie d  to  n o t ic e  th a t  R y a n  w a s  h a tc h in g  a  p la n . R y a n 's  c e l l  
p h o n e  ra n g . S t e v e  th o u g h t  h e  c a u g h t  a  g l im p s e  o f  S a m a n th a  o v e r  o n  th e  
o th e r  s id e  o f  th e  lo t .  H is  h e a r t  s k ip p e d  a n o th e r  b e a t.
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" W h er e  a re  y o u  g u y s ? ' R y a n  s h o u te d  in to  th e  p h o n e  o v e r  th e  n o is e .  " W e'll 
b e  h a n g in g  o u t  a t  th e  D o l l ' s  H o u s e .  G e t  d o w n  h e r e  m a n . F a n ta s t ic  b ro . 
L ater ."
T h e  D o l l ' s  H o u s e  h a d  a  r e tr o - f i f t ie s  th e m e . S t e v e  a n d  R y a n  o r d e r e d  
b e e r s  fr o m  a  b o u n c y  w a it r e s s  in  a  f la r e d  sk ir t  a n d  s n e a k e r s . T o m  w a n te d  a  
c h o c o la t e  m ilk s h a k e . M is s  f la r e d  sk ir t w a s  a p p a r e n tly  m a jo r in g  in  
n u tr it io n , a n d  w a s  d a z z l in g  th e  th r e e  w i t h  h e r  n u tr it io n a l e x p e r t is e .
" Y e a h , b r in g  th e  S w e d e  h is  m i lk s h a k e ,  it 's  o n  m e ,  h e r e  y o u  g o ,"  R y a n  s a id  
a s  h e  p u s h e d  s o m e  c r u m p le d  b i l l s  a c r o s s  th e  ta b le .
M is s  f la r e d -s k ir t ,  w h o s e  r e a l n a m e  w a s  A n g e la ,  w a s  a p p a r e n tly  m in o r in g  in  
b io lo g y .  R y a n  w a s  im p r e s s in g  h e r  w i t h  th e  fa c t  th a t h e  k n e w  th e  cu r a to r  o f  
a r a c h n id s  a t  th e  fa m o u s  B u r k e  M u s e u m  in  W a s h in g to n .
“ Y e a h ,”  s a id  R y a n , “ H e ’s  a  d o c to r  o f  e n t o m o lo g y ,  s p e c ia l i z in g  in  s p id e r s .  
H e  h a s  d e b u n k e d  a l l  t h o s e  s to r ie s  o f  s p id e r s  s e r io u s ly  in ju r in g  p e o p le .”  
“ Y o u  m e a n  s p id e r s  a r e n ’t  d a n g e r o u s ? ”  A n g e la  a s k e d  c u r io u s ly .
R y a n  s h o o k  h is  h e a d . “ V e r y  f e w  s p id e r s  a r e  d a n g e r o u s . If  they do bite, it 
will usually just irritate the skin”
Y o u  c o u ld  t e l l  th a t  M is s  f la r e d -s k ir t  l ik e d  ta lk in g  t o  R y a n . S h e  s e e m e d  
e s p e c ia l ly  r e l i e v e d  to  le a r n  th a t s p id e r s  c a n  b e  e a s i ly  s h a k e n  o f f . R y a n  
m a d e  it  c le a r  th a t  when they sense danger, all they want to do is escape. 
T h e n  s h e  d r o p p e d  a  h in t  th a t s h e  h a d  a  b o y fr ie n d , a n d  e v e n t u a l ly  w e n t  to  
g e t  th e ir  d r in k  o rd er .
T h e  D o l l ’ s  H o u s e  w a s  r o c k in g  w i t h  f i v e  d e c a d e s  o f  p o p ,  r o c k , s o u l ,  
m o d e m  d a y  h ip -h o p ,  a n d  th e  o c c a s io n a l  c o u n tr y  tr a ck . T h o s e  c o lo r f u l  n e o n  
s ig n s  a d v e r t is in g  l iq u o r , p o o l  ta b le s ,  a n d  M a r lb o r o s  c u t  th r o u g h  th e  s m o k y  
d a r k n e ss . W e s te r n  U ’ s  f in e s t  c o - e d s  w e r e  o u t  in  fu l l  f o r c e ,  tu r n e d  o u t  
p e r f e c t ly  in  th e ir  b e s t  c lo t h e s ,  m a k e u p , a n d  h a ir s ty le s .  S t e v e ,  R y a n , a n d  
T o m 's  h e a d s  m o v e d  in  s y n c h r o n y  a s  g ir ls  w a lk e d  b y .  W h ile  S t e v e  
w a l lo w e d  a t th e  b o t to m  o f  h is  d r in k , h is  t w o  b u d d ie s  e x c h a n g e d  g la n c e s  
w ith  t w o  g ir ls  a t  a n  a d ja c e n t  ta b le . E v e n tu a l ly ,  a fte r  a  c o u p le  o f  b e e r s ,  R y a n  
a d d r e s s e d  th e m . " H e y , I 'm  R y a n  a n d  th is  i s  T o m  a n d  S te v e .  W e  g o  to  
W e s te r n . W h o  a re  y o u ? "
T h e  g ir l s ’ n a m e s  w e r e  M e g a n  a n d  E r in . S t e v e  tr ie d  to  b e  p le a s a n t  b u t  h e  
g r a d u a lly  d r if te d  o u t  o f  th e  c o n v e r s a t io n  a n d  b a c k  in to  h is  o w n  th o u g h ts .  
B e s id e s ,  h o w  c o u ld  th e r e  e v e r  b e  a  M e g a n  o r  a n  E r in  w h e n  th e r e  w a s  a  
S a m a n th a  E l iz a b e th  H a ll?
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M e a n w h i le ,  P a u l  R o s s  le a n e d  a g a in s t  h is  M u s ta n g , c o n s p ir in g  w it h  a  
c o u p le  o f  h is  c o h o r t s — T im  E l l io t t  ( A .K .A .  N O C S )  a n d  B r e t t  C a s e y .  T im  
E ll io t t  w a s  c a l le d  N O C S  b e c a u s e  h is  fr ie n d s  a g r e e d  th a t h e  h a d  N o  
C o m m o n  S e n s e .  B r e t t  C a s e y  w a s  in  S t e v e ’s  p h y s ic s  c la s s ,  a n d  h a d  s e e n  th e  
w h o le  th in g — S t e v e ’s  c lu m s y ,  in c r im in a t in g  r e q u e s t  fo r  h is  e x a m  p a p e r  
b a c k , a n d  th e  p r o f e s s o r ’ s  r e fu s a l.
"S o  B rett,"  P a u l R o s s  o o z e d ,  " T e ll m e  a g a in  w h a t  y o u  s a w  to d a y ."
A t  a b o u t  9 :2 5  th e  S h e r m a n  b r o th e r s  a p p e a r e d  a t th e  e n tr a n c e  t o  th e  
D o l l ’ s  H o u s e .  T o m  f la g g e d  th e m  to  th e  ta b le .  T h e  S h e r m a n s  w e r e  id e n t ic a l  
t w in  b r o th e r s , a n d  s h o u ld e r - to - s h o u ld e r  w it h  T o m , th e  S w e d is h  V ik in g ,  
c e m e n te d  th e  fo o t b a l l  te a m 's  d a u n t in g  d e f e n s iv e  l in e .  T h e  ta b le  g o t  a  lo t  
m o r e  c r o w d e d  a s  J o h n n y  a n d  M ik e  S h e r m a n  s a t  d o w n  a n d  le a n e d  in ,  
o r d e r in g  b e e r s ,  f r ie s ,  o n io n  r in g s  a n d  s u c h .
" W h at's  h a p p e n in g  M ik e e e e e e ? "  R y a n  c h a n te d  a s  h e  s la p p e d  M ik e  o n  th e  
b a c k . M ik e  a n d  R y a n  w e r e  b o th  b io l o g y  m a jo r s  a n d  a im e d  to  g o  to  
g r a d u a te  s c h o o l .  J o h n n y  S h e r m a n  w a s  p r e -m e d . T h e s e  w e r e  b r ig h t  g u y s .  I f  
a  p r o b le m  n e e d e d  s o lv in g ,  th e  g u y s  a t th is  ta b le  w e r e  th e  g u y s  y o u  w o u ld  
c a ll .
“ I'm  b o r e d , m a n !”  c la im e d  M ik e  S h e r m a n , “ G iv e  m e  s o m e  e x c it e m e n t !"  
" G u y s,"  s a id  J o h n n y  S h e r m a n , " L et's  ta lk  a n d  th e n  g e t  o u t  o f  h e r e . T h a t  
b a n d  c a l le d  H o o s ie r  D a d d y  i s  p la y in g  a b o u t  s ix  b lo c k s  u p  th e  H ig h  L e v e l  
R o a d , a n d  y o u  k n o w  w e  n e e d  to  c a tc h  th a t act."
It l o o k e d  l ik e  a  f o o t b a l l  h u d d le  a s  R y a n  b e g a n  to  s p e a k . " A lr ig h t g u y s ,  w e  
n e e d  s o m e  in f o ,  a n d  w h a t  w e  ta lk  a b o u t  a t th is  ta b le  s ta y s  b e t w e e n  u s."  
M ik e  a n d  J o h n n y  n o d d e d .
" W h ere  d o e s  y o u r  a u n t l iv e ? "  R y a n  a s k e d  th e  tw in s .
"O h m y  G o d !"  S t e v e  e x c la im e d ,  " S h e ’s  y o u r  au nt! P r o f e s s o r  G in a  S h e r m a n  
i s  y o u  g u y s '  au nt!"
"O h y e a h ,"  T o m  n o d d e d ,  " D id n 't s h e  h o s t  la s t  y e a r 's  f o o t b a l l  B a r -B -Q ?  S h e  
l i v e s  o u t  o n  H a r r is o n , d o e s n 't  sh e? "
" Y ea h ,"  s a id  J o h n n y , " so  w h a t  d o  y o u  w a n t  w ith  G in a ? "
" L is te n  g u y s ,"  s a id  R y a n  in  th e  m o s t  s e r io u s  to n e  h e  c o u ld  m u s te r  w i t h  th is  
m u c h  a le  a b o a rd . " S te v e  o n e  o f  th e  b r o ’ s ,  r ig h t?  W h e n  o n e  o f  u s  n e e d s  
h e lp ,  h e  g e t s  h e lp .  N o  q u e s t io n s  a s k e d ,  r igh t?"
S t e v e  h a d  a  lu m p  in  h is  th r o a t  a s  h e  w a tc h e d  h is  fr ie n d s  g o  to  b a t  fo r  h im .
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" N o w ,"  c o n t in u e d  R y a n ,  "P rof. S h e r m a n  h a s  s o m e th in g  th a t b e lo n g s  to  
S te v e ,  a n d  w e  n e e d  to  g e t  it  b a c k  b e fo r e  s h e  g e t s  a  c l o s e  lo o k  a t it . C a n  w e  
g e t  in to  h e r  h o u se ? "
"Isn't s h e  o u t  o f  t o w n  th is  w e e k e n d ? "  J o h n n y  a s k e d  M ik e .
" Y e a h , M ik e  s a id ,  "I th in k  s h e  t o o k  a  r o a d  tr ip  u p  to  S o u th  D a k o ta .  W e  c a n  
g e t  in to  h e r  h o u s e .  It's n o t  w e l l  lo c k e d ."
"B u t w h a t  i f  s h e 's  ta k e n  th e  p a p e r s  w ith  h e r  to  g r a d e  o n  h e r  trip?" T o m  
r e to r te d , s h a k in g  h is  h e a d .
" W e'll c r o s s  th a t b r id g e  i f  w e  c o m e  to  it,"  R y a n  a s s e r te d . " W e're  g o in g  o n  a  
m id n ig h t  m is s io n  b o y s ,  le t 's  sta r t s o b e r in g  u p ."
" W a it a  s e c o n d  R y a n ,"  M ik e  sa id . " A u n t G in a  n e v e r  ta k e s  h e r  w o r k  h o m e  
w it h  h er . I f  it's  e x a m  p a p e r s  y o u 'r e  a fte r , th e r e 's  o n ly  o n e  p la c e  t h e y  c a n  
b e."
"H er o f f ic e ,"  a d d e d  J o h n n y  a s  h e  f in is h e d  h is  b e e r  a n d  p u s h e d  th e  m u g  
a w a y .
" M a y b e  s h e  k e e p s  a  sp a r e  o f f i c e  k e y  a t h o m e ,"  o f f e r e d  S te v e .  "It's o u r  o n ly  
sh o t."
S t e v e ,  R y a n , T o m , a n d  th e  S h e r m a n  t w in s  e x i t e d  th e  D o l l ’s  H o u s e  a t  
9 :5 5 .  T h e  p la c e  w a s  r o c k in g . R y a n 's  c a r  w a s  b u r ie d  a m o n g s t  a n  a s s o r tm e n t  
o f  o th e r  c a r s , a n d  t h e y  c o u ld n 't  b a il  it  o u t  u n t il  a t le a s t  m id n ig h t .  A s  th e y  
w a lk e d  u p  to  C lu b  1 0 1 0  (n a m e d  th a t w a y  b e c a u s e  th e  b a n d s  a lw a y s  s ta r ted  
p la y in g  a t  1 0 :1 0  P M ) ,  S t e v e  w o n d e r e d  i f  t h e y  m ig h t  a c t u a l ly  p u l l  it  o f f .  H e  
s w o r e  to  h im s e l f  a n d  to  e v e r y  h ig h e r  p o w e r  h e  c o u ld  th in k  o f ,  th a t i f  h e  g o t  - 
o u t  o f  th is  m e s s  h e  w o u ld  n e v e r  c h e a t  a g a in . H e  w a s . ..
S a m a n th a  H a ll  a n d  h e r  c r o w d  o f  fr ie n d s  w e r e  a m b lin g  s l o w l y  u p  th e  H ig h  
L e v e l  R o a d  m a y b e  a  b lo c k  a h e a d  o f  S t e v e ’ s  g ro u p . W h a t  i s  it  a b o u t  c e r ta in  
g ir ls — y o u r  h ea r t s k ip s  a  b e a t  th e  m o m e n t  y o u  la y  e y e s  o n  th e m ?  N o t  
to n ig h t , th o u g h t  S te v e .  T o n ig h t  j u s t  i s n ’t  th e  n ig h t  to  ta lk  to  h er . H e  
s c a n n e d  th e  tr a f f ic  a n d  th o u g h t  a b o u t  c r o s s in g  o v e r  to  th e  o th e r  s id e  o f  th e  
s tr e e t , b u t  R y a n  h a d  a lr e a d y  s p o t te d  S a m a n th a ’ s  fr ie n d  M ic h e l l e  a n d  h e  
a im e d  to  s p e a k  to  h er . H e  c u r ta ile d  h is  c o n v e r s a t io n  w i t h  T o m , in  w h ic h  h e  
w a s  p o in t in g  o u t  th a t  s p id e r s  d o  n o t  s ta r e  a t p e o p le .
“They don’t even know what a person is... L o o k  m a n ,”  s a id  R y a n ,  o n e  arm  
s lu m p e d  a r o u n d  S t e v e ’ s  s h o u ld e r  a n d  th e  o th e r  p o in t in g  c o n s p ic u o u s ly  u p  
th e  r o a d , “ S a m a n th a  a n d  M ic h e l l e .  D u d e ,  y o u  k n o w  w e  n e e d  to  ta lk  to  
th e m  t o n ig h t .”
“ B u t  w h a t  a b o u t  c o n ta m in a t io n ? ”  T o m  w a n te d  to  k n o w .
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“ S p id e r s  a re  n o t  d ir ty . Their bite is the same as any other small cut you 
could get,” R y a n  r e to r te d , “It has an equal chance o f getting infected” 
S t e v e  k n e w  h e  c o u ld n ’t  a v o id  ta lk in g  to  S a m a n th a  w i th o u t  a  b a r r a g e  o f  
r e s is t a n c e  fr o m  R y a n  a n d  T o m . O n  a  d e e p e r  l e v e l  h e  r e a l iz e d  h e  a c tu a l ly  
d id n ’t w a n t  to  a v o id  h er . H e  h a d  d o n e  s o  fo r  w e e k s  n o w ,  m a k in g  o n e  
e x c u s e  a fte r  a n o th e r  fo r  n o t  a p p r o a c h in g  h er . B u t  l e a v in g  B r ia r w o o d  a g a in  
w ith o u t  s p e a k in g  to  h e r  w o u ld  m a k e  fo r  a  r e a lly  lo n g  r id e  h o m e ,  
c o m p lic a te d  b y  th o u g h t s  o f  “ w h a t  i f ,”  a n d  “ I s h o u ld  h a v e ,”  a n d  “ I m a y  
n e v e r  s e e  h e r  a g a in  i f  I g e t  k ic k e d  o u t  o f  s c h o o l ,”  a n d  s o  o n .
“ A lr ig h t  l e t ’ s  c a tc h  u p  to  th e m ,”  S t e v e  s a id  in  a  s e r io u s  to n e .
S t e v e  a n d  R y a n  b r o k e  a w a y  fr o m  T o m  a n d  th e  S h e r m a n  tw in s .  Y o u  
k n o w  th a t “ u n r e a l”  f e e l in g  y o u  g e t  w h e n  y o u ’re  d o in g  s o m e th in g  im p o r ta n t  
a n d  y o u  c a n ’t  b e l i e v e  y o u  a re  r e a l ly  d o in g  it?  S t e v e  lo o k e d  d o w n  a t h is  
s h o e s ,  w a t c h in g  th e m  h it  th e  s id e w a lk  fa s te r  a n d  fa s te r  a s  h e  a n d  R y a n  
m o v e d  to w a r d s  th e  g r o u p  o f  g ir ls .  N o w ,  l e s s  th a n  a  b lo c k  s e p a r a te d  th e m .  
S t e v e  a n d  R y a n  b r u s h e d  p a s t  p e o p le  l in g e r in g  o u t s id e  c o lo r f u l  c lu b s  a n d  
b a rs , th e  s o u n d s  o f  r o c k  a n d  p u n k  a n d  s k a  e x u d in g  fr o m  s m o k y  d o o r w a y s .  
N o w ,  h a l f  a  b lo c k  s e p a r a te d  th e m  fr o m  th e  g ir ls ,  a n d  S t e v e  lo o k e d  u p  a n d  
th o u g h t  h e  n o t ic e d  P a u l R o s s '  R e d  M u s ta n g  r o l l in g  s l o w l y  p a s t  in  ta n d e m  
w it h  th e  tr a f f ic .  N o t  n o w ,  h e  th o u g h t  t o  h im s e l f .  I f  R o s s  le a n s  o u t  o f  h is  
w in d o w  a n d  y e l l s  " ch ea ter!"  o r  s o m e th in g  I 'll d ig  a  h o le  r ig h t  h e r e  a n d  b u r y  
m y s e lf .  N o w  th e  g ir ls  w e r e  s o  c l o s e  th a t y o u  c o u ld  s e e  th e ir  l ip s  m o v in g  a s  
th e y  tu r n e d  a n d  s p o k e  a m o n g s t  t h e m s e lv e s .  S a m a n th a  h a d  a  t in y  b r a id  
th r o u g h  th e  b a c k  o f  h e r  f l o w in g  a u b u rn  h a ir . S o  m a n y  th o u g h t s  c lu t te r e d  
S t e v e ’ s  m in d . W h o  a m  I , d u d e ?  G o o d  o r  e v i l?  W il l  I  s t i l l  g e t  a  c o l l e g e  
d e g r e e ?  H is  s to m a c h  f e lt  l ik e  h e  h a d  j u s t  d o n e  a  h u n d r e d  s i t -u p s .  H e  a n d  
R y a n  r e d u c e d  th e ir  s p e e d  a n d  m a tc h e d  th e  p a c e  a t w h ic h  S a m a n th a  a n d  
M ic h e l l e  w e r e  w a lk in g .  T h e y  w e r e  n o w  d ir e c t ly  b e h in d  th e  g ir ls ,  a n d  y o u  
c o u ld  h e a r  ta lk  o f  s c h o o l ,  m u s ic ,  m a k e u p , s w e a te r s  a n d  s u c h . S t e v e  w a s  
su re  R y a n  w o u ld  s p e a k  fir s t . H e  lo o k e d  o v e r  a t R y a n , w h o  e lb o w e d  h im  
a n d  m o u th e d  s o m e th in g  th a t  lo o k e d  l ik e  " G o  S t e e e e e e e v - e y ! "  S t e v e  w a s  
v a g u e ly  a w a r e  o f  a  c o m m o t io n  u p  a h e a d — h o n k in g  a n d  s c r e e c h in g  b r a k e s .  
S o m e o n e  w a s  m a k in g  a  U -tu r n  a  c o u p le  o f  b lo c k s  u p  o n  th e  H ig h  L e v e l  
R o a d . A n d  th e n  S t e v e  o p e n e d  h is  m o u th  to  sp e a k .
"H i S a m a n th a ,"  h e  s a id  fr o m  b e h in d  h er . S h e  a n d  M ic h e l l e  tu r n e d  a r o u n d  
a n d  s to p p e d .
"O h h i,"  s h e  s a id , r u n n in g  a  h a n d  th r o u g h  h e r  h a ir .
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"I'm  S t e v e . . .  fr o m  E n g l i s h  c la s s ,  r e m e m b e r ? "  S te v e  m a n a g e d .
A b o u t  a  m i l l io n  m i l e s  to  S te v e 's  r ig h t , R y a n  w a s  m a k in g  M ic h e l le ' s  
a c q u a in ta n c e  in  h is  p a te n te d  w a y .  " H e y , H e y ,  y o u 'r e  M ic h e l l e  a n d  I'm  
R y a n , h o w  y a  d o in '?"  A n d  s o  o n .
" Y e a h , I k n o w ,"  s a id  S a m a n th a . S h e  w a s  a c h in g ly  b e a u t ifu l.  H e r  e y e s  w e r e  
c le a r  a n d  b lu e  a n d  b r ig h t . S t e v e  th o u g h t  th a t  i f  h e  lo o k e d  in to  th e m  fo r  t o o  
l o n g  h e  w o u ld  n e v e r  b e  a b le  to  lo o k  a w a y . W h y , h e  w o n d e r e d ,  i s  th e  r e a li t y  
o f  h a v in g  th e  u n d iv id e d  a t te n t io n  o f  a  g ir l  l ik e  th is  s o  m u c h  b e tte r  th a n  a n y  
fa n ta s y  y o u  c a n  d r e a m  u p ?
"I r e a d  a  p a p e r  y o u  h a d  p u b l is h e d  in  th e  s c h o o l  m a g a z in e ,  th e  o n e  o n  J u n g  
a n d  P la to ,"  S a m a n th a  s a id , "I r e a l ly  l ik e d  it."
" Y o u  d id ?  S t e v e  r e c o i le d .  " T h an k s!"
" S o  w h e r e  a re  y o u  h e a d e d ,”  S t e v e  a s k e d , “ to  s e e  a  b and ?"
" Y e s , w e 'r e  g o in g  to  L a te  N i t e  A l ' s ,”  S a m a n th a  s a id , s t i l l  p la y in g  w i t h  h e r  
h a ir . “ W e  h a v e  t ic k e t s  fo r  A lte r s ta te . Y o u ? "
" H o o s ie r  D a d d y ,"  S t e v e  r e p lie d .
S a m a n th a  fu r r o w e d  h e r  b r o w .
" N o , th a t's  th e  b a n d 's  n a m e — H o o s ie r  D a d d y . T h e y 'r e  fr o m  In d ia n a .
T h e y 'r e  p la y in g  a t C lu b  1 0 1 0 "  S t e v e  a d d e d .
T h e y  w e r e  b o th  s m i l in g  a  l i t t le — lik e  w h e n  y o u 'r e  g la d  y o u  a re  f in a l ly  
ta lk in g  w i t h  s o m e o n e  y o u  h a v e  w a n te d  to  ta lk  w ith  fo r  a  lo n g  t im e .
"S o  a re  y o u  h a v in g  a  g o o d  t im e ? "  S a m a n th a  a s k e d .
S te v e  d id n 't  h a v e  t im e  to  a n s w e r  b e c a u s e  P a u l R o s s  w a s  s tr id in g  u p  to  
th e m , f la n k e d  b y  h is  h e n c h m e n , N O C S  a n d  C a s e y .
" H e y  S a m a n th a ,"  P a u l's  v o i c e  d r ip p e d  w it h  fa k e  h o n e y ,  " G o t y o u r  tic k e t? "  
h e  a s k e d  h e r , h o ld in g  u p  h is  o w n . A n d  a l l  th e  w h i le  h e  w a s  g la r in g  a t  S t e v e  
w ith  th e  d is d a in  L e x  L u th o r  h a s  fo r  a  su p e r m a n .
P a u l a d d r e s s e d  S a m a n th a : " Y o u 'll g e t  a  d is e a s e  fr o m  th is  g u y ,"  h e  s a id ,  
c h e w in g  h is  g u m  a s  i f  it  h a d  a l l - o f -a - s u d d e n  a c q u ir e d  a  b it te r  ta s te .
R y a n  w a s  t e l l in g  M ic h e l l e  a b o u t  h is  s e n io r  p r o je c t .
“ Y e a h , s p id e r s  d o  n o t  h id e  in  o r d e r  to  p o p  u p  a n d  s c a r e  y o u .”  h e  sa id .
“ That’s just Hollywood portraying spiders as diabolical. H e y ,  y o u  s h o u ld  
c o m e  o v e r  to  m y  a p a r tm e n t a n d  s e e  m y  p r o je c t .  Y o u  c a n  m e e t  N o r m .”  
M ic h e l l e  w a s  p r o te s t in g  th is  id e a ,  t e l l in g  R y a n  th a t s p id e r s  s e e m  
u n p r e d ic ta b le .
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“N a h ,”  R y a n  r e s p o n d e d , “ S p id e r s  a re  n o t  th a t  u n p r e d ic ta b le . They ’re 
actually easy to predict if  you understand that they ’re afraid o f you and 
they just want to escape.”
R y a n  th e n  h a d  t o  a d d r e s s  s e v e r a l  o th e r  m y t h s  M ic h e l l e  a n d  S a m a n th a  
r a is e d  a b o u t  s p id e r s . F o r  e x a m p le ,  s p id e r s  d o  n o t  tr a v e l  in  p a ir s . “They 
prefer living in their own separate areas f  h e  c o m m e n te d .
A s  t h e y  s m o o th e d  o v e r  th e  c o n d it io n s  o f  M ic h e l l e ’s  v i s i t ,  P a u l R o s s  w a s  
g e t t in g  ir r ita b le .
" H o w  w a s  p h y s ic s  c la s s  to d a y , H a r d in g ? ”  R o s s  q u e r ie d , “ H e a r d  y o u  h a d  a  
l i t t le  tr o u b le ."
S te v e 's  h e a r t  sa n k . N o t  b e c a u s e  P a u l s u s p e c t e d  h im  o f  c h e a t in g  o n  h is  
P h y s ic s  t e s t ,  b u t  b e c a u s e  P a u l w a s  a b o u t  to  ta k e  S a m a n th a  a w a y . W h a t , h e  
a s k e d  h im s e l f ,  d o e s  s h e  s e e  in  th is  g u y ?
J u st th e n  T o m  a n d  th e  S h e r m a n  t w in s  c a u g h t  u p , o th e r s  fr o m  S a m a n th a 's  
g r o u p  g a th e r e d  a r o u n d , a n d  th e  w h o le  th in g  b e c a m e  r o w d y  a s  p e o p le  
g r e e te d  e a c h  o th e r  a n d  s ta r te d  ta lk in g . S t e v e  c o u ld n ’t  ta k e  h is  e y e s  o f f  
S a m a n th a , a n d  to  h is  d is m a y ,  s h e  w a s  lo o k in g  a t h im  t o o ,  a  s m i le  p la y in g  a t  
th e  c o m e r s  o f  h e r  m o u th . W h e n  P a u l R o s s  w a s n 't  p a y in g  a t te n t io n ,  
S a m a n th a  d id  s o m e th in g  u n e x p e c te d .  S h e  le a n e d  in  a n d  w h is p e r e d  h e r  
p h o n e  n u m b e r  in  S te v e 's  ear . T h a t u n r e a l f e e l in g  w a s h e d  o v e r  h im  a g a in .  
T h e  s h o c k  o f  S a m a n th a  a c t u a l ly  v o lu n te e r in g  h e r  n u m b e r , th e  f e e l  o f  
s e v e r a l  l o c k s  o f  h e r  h a ir  th a t b m s h e d  a g a in s t  h is  c h e e k  w h e n  s h e  le a n e d  
o v e r ,  th e  s m e l l  o f  h e r  p e r fu m e , a n d  r e m e m b e r in g  th e  n u m b e r  i t s e l f ,  w e r e  
a ll  t o o  m u c h  t o  j u g g l e  a t o n c e .  T h e  f ir s t  th r e e  d ig it s  w e r e  th e  s a m e  a s  h is  
n u m b e r , s o  a l l  h e  h a d  to  r e m e m b e r  w e r e  th e  la s t  fo u r: 2 3 9 1 , 2 3 9 1 , 2 3 9 1 ,  
2 3 9 1 .  B e f o r e  h e  c o u ld  e v e n  r e s p o n d , S a m a n th a  w a s  s m i l in g  a n d  w a v in g  a s  
s h e  w a lk e d  o f f  w i t h  a  g r o u p  o f  p e o p le  to w a r d s  L a te  N i t e  A l's .
" W h a t j u s t  h a p p e n e d  h ere? "  S t e v e  a s k e d  n o b o d y  in  p a r tic u la r .
" Y o u  t e l l  u s  m a n ,"  R y a n  s a id ,  s la p p in g  a n d  s h a k in g  a n d  m a n ip u la t in g  
S te v e 's  h a n d  in  n u m e r o u s  d ir e c t io n s  a n d  c o n v o lu t io n s .  "I th in k  s h e  l ik e s  
y o u . It m u s t  b e  th e  g lo w ,  S te e e e e v e !"
M y  b a n d  w a s  o n  a  b r e a k  a n d  ta k in g  in  s o m e  fr e s h  a ir  o u t  o n  th e  H ig h  
l e v e l  R o a d . I m a d e  a  c a l l  to  m y  g ir lfr ie n d  L a u r e n , th e  g ir l  I  e v e n t u a l ly  
a s k e d  to  m a rry  m e . S t e v e  a n d  h is  c r e w  c a m e  w a lk in g  b y  o n  th e ir  w a y  u p  to  
1 0 1 0 . 1 c o u ld  t e l l  th a t  S t e v e  w a s  h a v in g  a  d if f ic u l t  n ig h t .
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S te v e ,  R y a n , T o m , a n d  th e  S h e r m a n s  e m e r g e d  fr o m  th e  d o o r w a y  o f  
C lu b  1 0 1 0  at  1 2 : 2 3  A M . Y o u  k n o w  th a t  f e e l in g  y o u  g e t  w h e n  t h in g s  a re  
b o th  g o o d  a n d  b a d  a t  th e  s a m e  t im e ?  L ik e  n e r v o u s n e s s  o v e r  f in a l  e x a m s ,  
a n d  th e  b r e a k  t o  lo o k  fo r w a r d  to ?  T h a t's  h o w  S te v e  h a d  b e e n  f e e l in g  s in c e  
h is  e n c o u n te r  w i t h  S a m a n th a  H a ll .  H e  w a s  a b o u t  to  b r e a k  in to  a  p r o fe s s o r 's  
h o m e ,  lo o k  fo r  a n  o f f i c e  k e y ,  a n d  th e n  u s e  th a t k e y  to  g e t  in to  h e r  o f f i c e  o n  
c a m p u s  a n d  m e s s  w i t h  e x a m  p a p e r s . T h e n  la te r  th a t S a tu r d a y , i f  h e  w a s n 't  
in  p o l i c e  c u s to d y  h e  w a s  g o in g  to  c a l l  S a m a n th a . I f  n o th in g  e l s e ,  th is  w a s  a  
w e e k e n d  h e  w o u ld  n o t  s o o n  fo r g e t .  S t e v e  tr ie d  to  ta lk  th e  o th e r s  o u t  o f  
g o in g  w it h  h im  to  th e  p h y s ic s  b u i ld in g . R y a n  a n d  T o m  in s i s t e d  o n  g o in g .  It  
w a s  a g r e e d  th a t th e  S h e r m a n  t w in s  w o u ld  n o t  g o  b e c a u s e  t h e y  w e r e  n o i s y  
d ru n k s. T h e  t w in s  w o u ld  h e lp  w i t h  th e  a c q u is i t io n  o f  th e  o f f i c e  k e y  a t  
P r o f e s s o r  G in a  S h e r m a n 's  h o m e ,  a n d  th e n  c a l l  it  a  n ig h t .
O n  th e ir  w a y  b a c k  d o w n  th e  H ig h  L e v e l  R o a d  t o  g e t  R y a n 's  ca r ,
M ik e  a n d  J o h n n y  b e g a n  a d d r e s s in g  p e o p le  th e y  p a s s e d  o n  th e  s id e w a lk s .  
" H o o o o s ie r  d a d d y ? "  M ik e  a s k e d  o n e  y o u n g  la d y  h e  h a d  n e v e r  s e e n  b e fo r e .  
S h e  lo o k e d  ra th er  s h o c k e d  a n d  r e tr e a te d  in to  a  b a r  to  f in d  h e r  b o y fr ie n d .  
T h e n  J o h n n y  j o i n e d  in  w i t h  a n  o b n o x io u s  " W h o o o 's  y o u r  d a d d y ? "  to  a  
g r o u p  o f  p e o p le .  R y a n  a s k e d  a  b o u n c e r  o u t s id e  a  b a r  w h o  h is  d a d d y  w a s .  
T h e  g u y  d e c id e d  t o  l e t  it  s l id e  b e c a u s e  h e  r e c o g n iz e d  T o m  a n d  th e  
S h e r m a n s  fr o m  th e  fo o t b a l l  te a m . T h is  c o n t in u e d  a ll  th e  w a y  b a c k  to  th e  
D o l l ' s  H o u s e  p a r k in g  lo t .
S t e v e  a n d  C o . b le w  b a c k  in to  t o w n  a t a b o u t  1 :1 5  A M . T o m  d r o v e  th e  
S h e r m a n s ’ tr u c k  b e c a u s e  n e ith e r  o f  th e  t w in s  c o u ld  g e t  th e  k e y  in to  th e  
d o o r . T h e y  p a s s e d  th e  a n c ie n t  P h y s ic s  b u i ld in g  o n  th e ir  w a y  th r o u g h  to w n .  
I ts  o ld  b r ic k  f a s a d e  lo o m e d  o v e r  th e  c a m p u s  l ik e  a  w a r n in g . T h e n  th e y  
w e r e  s o u th  o f  t o w n  in  th e  su b u r b s . R y a n  w a s  q u ie t  fo r  o n c e .  W ith o u t  T o m  
o r  M ic h e l l e  a r o u n d , R y a n  h a d  n o b o d y  t o  t e l l  th a t s p id e r s  c a n n o t  b e c o m e  
la r g e r . Actually, they might try to appear even smaller when they are 
scared. T h e  o n ly  s o u n d  w a s  th e  n ig h t  w in d .  S t e v e  a n d  R y a n  f o l l o w e d  th e  
S h e r m a n s ' tr u c k  o v e r  c o u n t le s s  in t e r s e c t io n s  n a m e d  a fte r  d e a d  p r e s id e n ts :  
W a s h in g to n ,  G ra n t, P o lk ,  G a r f ie ld  a n d  th e  l ik e .  T h e n  le f t  o n to  H a r r is o n  a n d  
u p  to w a r d s  th e  d a r k e n e d  h o u s e .  T h e  w h o le  m is s io n  b e c a m e  r e a l  a s  R y a n  
s w it c h e d  o f f  h is  h e a d lig h t s  a n d  s w u n g  in to  th e  g r a v e l  d r iv e w a y  b e h in d  th e  
S h e r m a n s ’ tru ck .
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T h e  S h e r m a n s  l i t e r a lly  f e l l  o u t  o f  th e  tr u c k  la u g h in g  a n d  j o k in g .  T o m  m a d e  
a  f e w  c h o p p y  r e m a r k s  in  S w e d is h  th a t t h e y  c le a r ly  d id  n o t  u n d e r s ta n d , b u t  
th e y  s h u t  u p  a n y w a y ,  lo o k in g  q u ite  r e m o r s e fu l .  T h e  n e ig h b o r h o o d  w a s  
d e a d  q u ie t  e x c e p t  fo r  a  n e a r b y  d o g  th a t w a s  a w a r e  o f  th e ir  p r e s e n c e .  It  
b a r k e d  s p o r a d ic a l ly ,  m a k in g  S t e v e  ju m p  e v e r y  t im e .
J o h n n y  S h e r m a n  w e n t  in  th r o u g h  th e  g a r a g e  a n d  fo u n d  th e  d o o r  le a d in g  
in to  P r o f e s s o r  G in a  S h e r m a n 's  h o u s e  u n lo c k e d .
" D u d e s , le t 's  g o ,"  w h is p e r e d  J o h n n y  in  a  h o a r s e  v o ic e .
T h e  d o o r  le d  in to  th e  k it c h e n . J o h n n y  o p e n e d  th e  fr id g e  a n d  a n  a rc  o f  l ig h t  
c u t  a c r o s s  th e  r o o m . H e  a n d  M ik e  r a id e d  it  fo r  s a n d w ic h  in g r e d ie n ts —  
b r e a d , c h e e s e ,  m a y o  a n d  s tu ff .
“ W h a t a re  y o u  g u y s  d o in g ? ”  R y a n  h is s e d .
“N o  s w e a t ,”  w h is p e r e d  J o h n n y , “ w e  d o  th is  a l l  th e  t im e  w h e n  w e  ru n  o u t  o f  
f o o d  a t o u r  a p a r tm en t. S h e  w o n ’t  m in d .”
T o m  w a n te d  in  o n  th e  s a n d w ic h e s  to o .  “ W h y  are w e  w h is p e r in g ? ”  h e  
a s k e d , p i l in g  c u c u m b e r  s l i c e s ,  c h e e s e ,  a n d  tu r k e y  o n to  h is  b rea d .
“N o b o d y ’s  h o m e .”
S t e v e  fo u n d  P r o f e s s o r  S h e r m a n ’s  s tu d y  d o w n  th e  h a ll  a n d  f l i c k e d  th e  l ig h t  
o n . S t e v e  a n d  R y a n  s c a n n e d  th e  r o o m  fo r  p a p e r s , k e y s ,  a n y th in g .
“ W e  s h o u ld ’v e  c h e c k e d  th e  k e y  r a c k  in  th e  k it c h e n  f ir s t , s a id  R y a n .  
“ A lr e a d y  c h e c k e d  i t ,”  S t e v e  s a id  a b s e n t ly  a s  h e  r u m m a g e d  th r o u g h  d e s k  
d r a w e r s , “N o  o f f ic e  k e y  th e r e .”
T h e ir  s e a r c h  o f  th e  r e s t  o f  th e  h o u s e  tu r n e d  u p  n o th in g . S t e v e ’s  a n x ie ty  w a s  
r is in g . T h e y  j o in e d  th e  o th e r s  b a c k  in  th e  k it c h e n . W h it e  n e o n  w a s h e d  o v e r  
th e  c o u n te r  w h e r e  T o m , M ik e ,  a n d  J o h n n y  sa t , b a n te r in g  a b o u t  th e  
e v e n in g ’s  e v e n t s .  S t e v e  a n d  R y a n  s n o o p e d  a r o u n d  th e  k it c h e n  a g a in  w h i le  
th e  o th e r s  s ta r te d  p a ir in g  g ir l s ’ n a m e s  w i t h  e a c h  o th e r ’ s  su r n a m e s .
“ M e g a n . ..  S h e r m a n ,”  T o m  s a id ,  h ig h - l i v in g  M ik e .
“ G o  M ik e e e e e e ! ”  R y a n  b e l lo w e d .  “ E r i n . .. H o f m e y e r .”  A n d  s o  o n . 
“ S a m a n th a . ..  H a r d in g . W h a t  d o  y o u  s a y ,  S t e e e e e v - e y  b o y ? ”  R y a n  r a n te d ,  
“ T h e  m o th e r  o f  y o u r  c h ild r e n !  C a ll  h e r  in  th e  m o r n in g ,”  h e  a d d e d  g l e e f u l ly ,  
“ a n d  w e ’l l  in v i t e  h e r  a n d  M ic h e l l e  o v e r . M ic h e l l e  w a n ts  to  s e e  m y  p r o je c t .”  
“ D u d e ,  s h e  d o e s n ’t  w a n t  to  s e e  it. S h e ’ s  s c a r e d  o f  s p id e r s — th in k s  N o r m  is  
u n c o n t r o l la b le ,”  T o m  s a id .
“ D o o o o d e ,”  R y a n  r e to r te d , s h a k in g  h is  h e a d  v e h e m e n t ly ,  “ S p id e r s  a re  n o t  
u n c o n t r o l la b le . They ’re easy to control when you come to understand their 
movements.”
“ W h o  th e  h e l l  i s  N o r m ? ”  b o th  t w in s  a s k e d  a t th e  s a m e  t im e .
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N o r m  w a s  R y a n ’s  p e t  s p id e r , a  s m a ll  c u te  o n e  th a t l i v e d  in  a  b ig  g la s s  b o x  
fu r n is h e d  w it h  m in ia tu r e  c a r n iv a l  e q u ip m e n t .
“ H e  l ik e s  th e  c a r o u s e l ,”  R y a n  o f t e n  p o in te d  o u t  to  S te v e .
S t e v e  d e s p e r a t e ly  w a n te d  t o  th in k  a b o u t  S a m a n th a , t o  r e p la y  th e  e v e n t s  o f  
th e  e v e n in g  in  h is  m in d ’s  e y e .  B u t  h e  w a s  t o o  p r e o c c u p ie d  w it h  f in d in g  th e  
k e y . H e  h a d  a n  a c h e  in s id e ,  a n d  c o u ld n ’t  f ig u r e  o u t  i f  it  w a s  o v e r  h is  c h e a t  
s h e e t  o r  S a m a n th a .
“ S t e e e e e e e e e v e ! ”  R y a n  c h ir p e d  lo u d ly  a s  h e  tu r n e d  a r o u n d , h o ld in g  a  s h in y  
b r a ss  g i f t  fr o m  th e  h e a v e n s .  H e  h a d  fo u n d  th e  sp a r e  o f f i c e  k e y .  It w a s  
p e r c h e d  o n  a  s h e l f  a b o v e  th e  r e fr ig e r a to r , o u t  o f  d ir e c t  e y e  v ie w .
“ P h a s e  O n e  c o m p le t e !  E x c e l l e n t  m a n , fa n ta s t ic !”  R y a n  c h a n te d , h o ld in g  
th e  k e y  t ig h t ly  in  th e  p a lm  o f  h is  h a n d . T h e  o th e r s  w e r e  c la p p in g  a n d  
h o o t in g .
S t e v e  c le n c h e d  h is  f i s t s  in  v ic to r y  a n d  b r e a th e d  d e e p ly  fo r  th e  f ir s t  t im e  in  
h o u r s . T h e  n e x t  3 0  m in u te s  w o u ld  d e c id e  h is  fa te . H e  n e e d e d  to  u s e  th e  
b a th r o o m . A l l  o f  a  s u d d e n  th e r e  w a s  a  l in e  to  u s e  it.
S t e v e ,  R y a n , a n d  T o m  le f t  th e  S h e r m a n s  lo u n g in g  o n  th e  s o f a  a t th e ir  
a u n t’ s  h o u s e  w a t c h in g  re r u n s  o f  o ld  e ig h t ie s  T V  s h o w s .  T h e  te m p e r a tu r e  
s e e m e d  t o  h a v e  d r o p p e d  t e n  d e g r e e s  o u t s id e .  R y a n  g o o s e d  th e  e n g in e  a n d  
tu r n e d  th e  h e a te r  o n .
“ T o m  b r o , I  d o n ’t  th in k  y o u  s h o u ld  c o m e  in to  th e  b u i ld in g . Y o u  c o u ld  g e t  
d e p o r te d  b a c k  to  S w e d e n  i f  w e  g e t  b u s t e d ,”  S te v e  p r o p o s e d .
“ N o  w a y ,”  T o m  a r g u e d , “ I ’m  g o in g .  Y o u ’v e  s a v e d  m y  a s s  a  b u n c h  o f  t im e s  
s in c e  I g o t  to  A m e r ic a — h e lp e d  m e  o u t  w h e n  I  n e e d e d  m o n e y ;  g iv e n  m e  
a d v ic e ;  w h e n  I w a s  h o m e s ic k  y o u  w e r e  k in d  t o  m e ; I s p e n t  T h a n k s g iv in g  a t  
y o u r  fo lk s '  p la c e ;  a l l  th a t  s tu f f .  Y o u 'r e  a  r o le  m o d e l  m a n ,"  T o m  s a id ,  h is  
v o i c e  b r e a k in g  a  l i t t le  w i t h  e m o t io n .  S t e v e  h a d  n o  id e a  th a t  h e  h a d  h a d  th is  
k in d  o f  e f f e c t .  T h e  g lo w .
" N o w , h o w ’s  th is  th in g  g o in g  t o  h a p p e n ? ”  T o m  s n if f e d .
“ W e ’re  in  a n d  o u t  o f  th e r e  in  a  f la s h ,”  s a id  S te v e .  “ W e  ta k e  th e  e le v a t o r  to  
th e  s ix th  f lo o r .  I f  w e  s e e  c u s to d ia l  s t a f f  o r  s e c u r ity ,  w e  a c t  l ik e  g r a d u a te  
s tu d e n ts  w o r k in g  la te  o r  s o m e th in g .
“ W h a t i f  th e  e n tr a n c e  to  th e  b u i ld in g  i s  lo c k e d ? ”  T o m  a s k e d .
“ T h is  k e y  s h o u ld  o p e n  a l l  th e  m a in  e n tr a n c e s  t o  th e  b u i ld in g . F a c u lty  h a v e  
to  b e  a b le  to  c o m e  a n d  g o  a s  th e y  p le a s e ,”  S t e v e  sa id .
A l l  a c r o s s  c a m p u s  a s  t h e y  d r o v e ,  y o u  c o u ld  s e e  th o s e  b lu e  p o l i c e  
l ig h t s  w h e r e  e m e r g e n c y  p h o n e s  a re  lo c a te d .  H o p e f u l ly ,  th o u g h t  S t e v e ,  th e
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p o l i c e  a re  o f f  s n o o z in g  s o m e w h e r e  in  th e  w a r m th  o f  th e ir  c r u is e r s .  E e r ie  
o r a n g e  c lo u d s  w e r e  m o v in g  in  fr o m  th e  e a s t .  T h e  w e a th e r  w a s  a b o u t  to  g e t  
b a d . In  th e  m id d le  o f  it  a l l ,  S t e v e  th o u g h t  a b o u t  th e  k it te n . H e  w a s  g la d  it
w a s  h o m e  a n d  o u t  o f  th e  c o ld .  T h e  g lo w .
A t  1 :55 A M  R y a n ’s  c a r  r o l le d  in to  th e  d e s o la t e  p a r k in g  lo t  o n  th e
s id e  o f  th e  p h y s ic s  b u i ld in g .
“ G r e a t ,”  R y a n  s a id  s a r c a s t ic a l ly ,  “ W e ’l l  n e v e r  f in d  a  p a r k in g .”
“ P a rk  it  n e a r  th e  d o o r s  a n d  l e t ’ s  d o  th is  th in g .”  S te v e  s a id  n e r v o u s ly .  
A d r e n a l in  w a s  p u m p in g . S t e v e  in s is t e d  o n  ta k in g  th e  k e y .  It s l id  e a s i l y  in to  
th e  o u te r  l o c k  o f  th e  lo b b y  d o o r  a n d  tu r n e d . T h e y  s l ip p e d  in to  th e  b u i ld in g  
u n d e te c te d . T h e  lo b b y  w a s  d im ly  l i t ,  l ik e  w h e n  y o u  a r r iv e  a t a  m o v ie  
th e a te r  a  f e w  m in u t e s  la te  a n d  th e  p r e v ie w s  a re  a lr e a d y  r o l l in g .  I n s te a d  o f  
th e  s m e l l  o f  p o p c o r n  th o u g h , it  w a s  c le a n in g  f lu id  a n d  f lo o r  p o lis h .  T h e  
c u s to d ia l  s t a f f  w a s  u n d o u b te d ly  a t w o r k  s o m e w h e r e  in  th e  b u i ld in g .  T o m  
p u s h e d  th e  u p  b u t to n  fo r  th e  e le v a t o r  a n d  s ta r te d  h u m m in g  s o m e  fa m ilia r  
m u s ic .  T h e  d in g  o f  th e  e le v a t o r  a s  th e  d o o r s  o p e n e d  m a d e  th e m  a l l  ju m p ,  
b u t T o m  w e n t  b a c k  to  h u m m in g  r ig h t  a w a y .
A n o th e r  k in d  o f  m u s ic  w a s  p la y in g  s o m e w h e r e  in  th e  b u i ld in g ,  a n d  it  
w a s  g e t t in g  lo u d e r  a s  th e  e le v a t o r  r o s e .  S e c o n d ,  th ird , f o u r t h . ..  It w a s  r e a lly  
lo u d  a s  t h e y  p a s s e d  th e  f i f t h  f lo o r  a n d  th e n  it  ta p e r e d  o f f  s l ig h t ly  w h e n  t h e y  
s to p p e d  o n  s ix .  T h e  m u s ic  w a s  in c r e d ib ly  lo u d , p r o b a b ly  s o  th e  w o r k e r s  
c o u ld  h e a r  i t  fr o m  a n y w h e r e  o n  th e  f lo o r  w h i le  t h e y  w e r e  c le a n in g .  It w a s  
a n  a l l -n ig h t  m u s ic  s ta t io n  p u m p in g  o u t  S p r in g s te in  a l l  o v e r  C le a r f ie ld .  
" T h ey 're  c le a n in g  o n  th e  f i f t h  f lo o r ,"  S t e v e  o f f e r e d . H is  l e g s  w e r e  s h a k y  
a n d  h is  p a lm s  w e r e  s w e a t y ,  e v e n  th o u g h  h is  f in g e r t ip s  w e r e  ic e - c o ld .
T h e y  f i l e d  o f f  th e  e le v a t o r  a n d  m a d e  a  r ig h t  tu rn  to w a r d s  th e  fa c u lty  
o f f ic e s .  T h e  h a lls  w e r e  p a in fu l ly  d ark .
"I ca n 't  s e e  th e  n a m e s ,"  s a id  S t e v e ,  o p e n in g  h is  e y e s  a s  w id e  a s  h e  c o u ld  to  
r e a d  th e  n a m e p la te s  o n  th e  o f f i c e  d o o r s .
" M e e ith er ,"  R y a n  m u m b le d ,  r u n n in g  h is  f in g e r s  a c r o s s  a  n a m e p la te ,  "I 
ca n 't s e e  s h . . ."
J u st th e n  T o m  s tr u c k  u p  a  m a tc h  a n d  a n  o r a n g e  g lo w  d o u s e d  th e ir  f a c e s .  
"T h at's w h a t  I 'm  ta lk in g  a b o u t!"  R y a n  h is s e d .
T o m  h a d  a  m a tc h b o o k  w it h  C lu b  1 0 1 0  p r in te d  o n  th e  c o v e r ,  a n d  th e r e  w e r e  
at le a s t  t e n  m a t c h e s  le f t  in  it. N o w  t h e y  w e r e  m o v in g  d o w n  th e  lo n g ,  
n a r r o w  h a l lw a y  m u c h  fa s te r , T o m  h o ld in g  th e  m a tc h  u p  to  th e  d o o r s  o n  th e
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le f t— D r . B i l l  M c V a u g h ,  D r . E r ic  A m s e l— a n d  m o v in g  it  c a r e fu l ly  a c r o s s  
to  th e  d o o r s  o n  th e  r ig h t— D r . J o e  H o r v a t , D r . L a u r e n  F o w le r .  A n d  s o  o n .  
T w o  m a t c h e s  la te r  t h e y  f in a l ly  a r r iv e d  a t th e  o f f ic e  o f  D r . G in a  S h e r m a n ,  
P h .D . ,  P h y s ic s .
F a c in g  th e  d o o r , k e y  in  h a n d , S t e v e  lo o k e d  l e f t  a n d  r ig h t. Y o u  c o u ld n 't  s e e  
fu r th e r  th a n  t w o  d o o r s  d o w n  w it h  th e  f la m e  o f  th e  s in g le  m a tc h . It w a s  l ik e  
th e  w o r ld  d id n 't  e x i s t  b e y o n d  th a t p o in t .  H e  f in a l ly  g o t  th e  k e y  in to  th e  
l o c k ,  a fte r  t r y in g  it  th e  w r o n g  w a y  fir s t . T h e  k e y  w o u ld  n o t  tu rn — e ith e r  
w a y . S t e v e  j i g g l e d  it  f e v e r i s h ly  in  th e  lo c k  b u t  it  w o u ld  n o t  tu rn .
" L et m e  s e e  th at,"  T o m  s a id  r e s t le s s ly .
T h e  m a tc h  w e n t  o u t  a n d  T o m  s la p p e d  th e  C lu b  1 0 1 0  m a tc h b o o k  in to  
R y a n 's  h a n d . W ith in  m o m e n ts  t h e y  w e r e  s h r o u d e d  in  o r a n g e  l ig h t  a g a in  a n d  
T o m  h a d  th e  k e y .
" D o n 't b r e a k  it," R y a n  w h is p e r e d  o v e r  S te v e 's  s h o u ld e r .
T o m  tr ie d  tu r n in g  th e  k e y  c lo c k w is e  w i t h  a  l i t t le  p r e s s u r e . T h e n  a n ti­
c lo c k w is e  w i t h  m o r e  fo r c e .  H e  f e l t  it  g iv e  w a y  a  l i t t le ,  b u t  it  w a s  j u s t  th e  
m e ta l  f le x in g .  H e  le t  g o  b e fo r e  h e  d id  s o m e th in g  t h e y  w o u ld  a l l  r e g re t .
"I c a n ’t  b e l i e v e  th is ,"  S t e v e  sa id . " L et m e  h a v e  a n o th e r  try ."
T o m , lo o k in g  a  l i t t le  d e je c te d  in  th e  l o w  l ig h t ,  s te p p e d  b a c k  a n d  tr ie d  
h u m m in g  a g a in . H e  s to p p e d  a fte r  a b o u t  t w o  b a r s , t o o  m is e r a b le  to  h u m . 
S t e v e  tr ie d  th e  k e y  to  th e  l e f t  a n d  r ig h t, a n d  th e n  d e c id e d  to  r e m o v e  it  fr o m  
th e  lo c k  a n d  tr y  a g a in . A n d  a s  h e  b a c k e d  it  o u t  o f  th e  l o c k  h e  f e l t  it  l o o s e n  
u p . B e f o r e  h e  k n e w  it  th e  k e y  h a d  m a d e  a  n in e t y -d e g r e e  tu rn  a n d  th e  lo c k  
g r a n te d  e n tr y . T h e  k e y ,  h e  th o u g h t ,  m u s t  h a v e  b e e n  p u s h e d  t o o  fa r  in  a t  
fir s t . S t e v e  b r e a th e d  a  s ig h  o f  r e l ie f .  H is  lu n g s  f i l l e d  w it h  m u s ty  o f f i c e  a ir  
a s  th e  d o o r  c r e a k e d  o p e n .
" E x c e l l e n . . . " R y a n  b e g a n ,  b u t  th e  m a tc h  f l ic k e r e d  o u t  a g a in . " N o  l ig h t s ,  n o  
l ig h ts ,"  h e  w a r n e d , a n t ic ip a t in g  S te v e 's  n e x t  m o v e .
" O k a y , l ig h t  a n o th e r  m a tch ,"  S t e v e  s a id  n e r v o u s ly .  N o w  it  w a s  a l l  a b o u t  
f in d in g  th e  e x a m  p a p e r s . T h e  d e s k  w a s  sm a tte r e d  w i t h  p a p e r s , b o o k s ,  a  
c o f f e e  m u g ,  a n d  a s s o r te d  w r it in g  u te n s i ls .  H e  s c r u t in iz e d  th e  a s s o r tm e n t  o f  
w o r k  o n  h e r  d e s k — n o  e x a m  p a p e r s . R y a n  w a s  f id d l in g  w it h  th e  d e s k  
d r a w e r s . O n e  o f  th e m  w a s  lo c k e d .  H e  t o o k  th e  o f f i c e  k e y  fr o m  S t e v e  a n d  
tr ie d  it  in  th e  d ra w e r . It's a m a z in g  w h a t  y o u  w i l l  tr y  w h e n  y o u 'r e  d e s p e r a te  
to  o p e n  s o m e th in g .
“ H o w  a re  w e  g o in g  to  g e t  in  th e r e ? ”  S t e v e  th o u g h t .
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R O S S R U L Z . T h r e e  t ir e d , s e m i- tr a s h e d  s o p h o m o r e s  o n  th e ir  w a y  h o m e  
fr o m  B r ia r w o o d  in  a  r e d  M u s ta n g  s p o t te d  R y a n ’ s  c a r  b e s id e  th e  p h y s ic s  
b u ild in g .
"I k n e w  it!" P a u l R o s s  a s s e r te d , " H a rd in g 's  a  c h ea ter ! H e 's  p r o b a b ly  tr y in g  
to  c o v e r  h is  tra ck s."
" D u d e , I 'm  t ir e d . L e t  it  g o !"  N O C S  m o a n e d  fr o m  h is  c r a m p e d  
a c c o m m o d a t io n s  in  b a c k  o f  th e  M u s ta n g . " B e s id e s ,  w e 'v e  c h e a t e d  b e fo r e —  
h o w  w o u ld  y o u  l ik e  t o  g e t  b u sted ? "
" N O C S , w h e n  d id  y o u  sta rt u s in g  lo g ic ? "  P a u l r e to r te d , "It's n o t  o u r  t im e  to  
g e t  b u s te d . I t ’s  h is  t im e ."  T h e  M u s ta n g  c ir c le d  a r o u n d  a n d  e n te r e d  th e  
p a r k in g  lo t ,  e x h a u s t s  b u r b lin g  p u f f s  o f  w a r m  a ir  in to  th e  n ig h t .
"I k n o w  h o w  to  o p e n  th e s e  d ra w e rs ,"  T o m  a s s e r te d  a s  h e  d is p la c e d  
R y a n  in  th e  r e v o lv in g  o f f i c e  ch a ir . H e  p ic k e d  u p  a  m e ta l  r u le r  fr o m  th e  
d e s k  a n d  s l id  i t  b e t w e e n  th e  d r a w e r  a n d  th e  d e s k  fr a m e . H e  r o o te d  a r o u n d  
r a n d o m ly , tr y in g  to  b u m p  th e  b o lt  o u t  o f  p la c e .
" S ssssh h h h h h ittt !"  T o m  h is s e d ,  p u l l in g  h is  h a n d  b a c k . H e  h a d  c u t  h im s e l f  
o n  th e  sh a rp  e d g e  o f  th e  ru ler .
T h e  s i tu a t io n  w a s  s ta r t in g  to  d e te r io r a te . T h e y  w e r e  ta k in g  t o o  lo n g ,  T o m  
w a s  b le e d in g ,  t h e y  w e r e  r u n n in g  o u t  o f  m a t c h e s ,  a n d  th e  m u s ic  d o w n s ta ir s  
h a d  s to p p e d . P o s s ib ly ,  th e  r a d io  w a s  b e in g  m o v e d  to  a n o th e r  f lo o r .
" Y o u  a lr ig h t? "  S t e v e  a s k e d . "T hat's b le e d in g  q u ite  b a d ly ."
" N o  p r o b le m ,"  T o m  s a id ,  g r a b b in g  s o m e  t i s s u e s  o f f  th e  d e s k .
S t e v e  p ic k e d  u p  th e  r u le r  a n d  c o n t in u e d  d o in g  w h a t  T o m  h a d  s ta r ted . "L et's  
ju s t  g e t  th is  d r a w e r  o p e n  a n d  g e t  o u t  o f  th is  o f f i c e . "
S te v e  k n e w  th a t  th is  w a s  h is  la s t  c h a n c e .  S o o n e r  o r  la te r  s o m e o n e  w a s  
g o in g  to  n o t ic e  th e m  s n o o p in g  a r o u n d  th e  p h y s ic s  b u i ld in g . A n d  th e n , a s  
R y a n  s tr u c k  th e  s e c o n d - t o - la s t  m a tc h , th e  r u le r  s l id  a c r o s s  a n d  b u m p e d  th e  
lo c k  o p e n .
" Y e s s s s s ,"  S te v e  w h is p e r e d  a s  h e  s c a n n e d  th e  c o n te n t s  o f  th e  d ra w e r . S u r e  
e n o u g h ,  th e r e  in  th e  fr o n t  w a s  a  s ta c k  o f  p a p e r s . T h e  to p  o n e  r e a d , P h y s ic s  
1 0 5 ,  F a l l  S e m e s te r ,  P r o f e s s o r  G . S h e r m a n , M id te r m  E x a m . S t e v e ’s  i c e - c o ld  
h a n d s  f l ip p e d  c lu m s i ly  th r o u g h  th e  p a p e r s . T h e y  h a d  n o t  b e e n  g r a d e d .
T o m  h a d  w a d s  o f  t i s s u e  w r a p p e d  a r o u n d  h is  h a n d . " H e y  g u y s ,"  h e  m u s e d  a s  
h e  le a n e d  a c r o s s  th e  d e s k  to  g ra b  a  f e w  m o r e  t i s s u e s ,  " lo o k  o u t  th e  w in d o w .  
T h e r e 's  a  r e d  M u s ta n g  in  th e  p a r k in g  lot."
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P a u l R o s s  a n d  B r e t t  C a s e y  g o t  o u t  o f  th e  M u s ta n g  a n d  j o g g e d  to  o n e  
o f  t h o s e  p o l i c e  e m e r g e n c y  p h o n e s  w i t h  th e  p ie r c in g  b lu e  l ig h t .  R o s s  p u lle d  
h is  s l e e v e  o v e r  h is  th u m b  a n d  p r e s s e d  th e  b u tto n .
" P o lic e  e m e r g e n c y ? "  s a id  a  v o i c e  th r o u g h  a  sp e a k e r . W ith o u t  s a y in g  
a n y th in g , P a u l a n d  B r e t t  sp r in te d  b a c k  to  th e  M u s ta n g  a n d  p e e le d  o u t  o f  th e  
p a r k in g  lo t ,  la u g h in g  m a d ly  a n d  c o n g r a tu la t in g  th e m s e lv e s .
S t e v e  fo u n d  h is  e x a m  p a p e r . H e  th u m b e d  th r o u g h  i t s  p a g e s  a n d  fo u n d  th e  
c h e a t  s h e e t— r ig h t  w h e r e  h e  h a d  l e f t  i t ,  a l l  w r it te n  in  s m a l l ,  n e a t ,  d e ta i le d  
le t te r s  a n d  n u m b e r s , j u s t  w a i t in g  to  b e  d is c o v e r e d  b y  P r o f e s s o r  S h e r m a n .  
S t e v e  c r u m p le d  it  in to  h is  p o c k e t ,  r e p la c e d  th e  e x a m  p a p e r  n e a t ly  in  th e  
p i le ,  a n d  c l o s e d  th e  d ra w e r . T h e  d r a w e r  lo c k e d  e a s i ly  n o w  th a t h e  h a d  th e  
h a n g  o f  u s in g  th e  ru ler . D a r k n e s s  a g a in .
"L ast o n e ,"  s a id  R y a n  a s  h e  h e ld  u p  a  f r e s h ly  l i t  m a tc h . A s id e  fr o m  a  b u n c h  
o f  m is s in g  t i s s u e s  a n d  a  f e w  s p e n t  m a t c h e s  in  th e  w a s te b a s k e t ,  th e  o f f i c e  
lo o k e d  u n d is tu r b e d .
" A lr ig h t, le t 's  m o v e ,"  S t e v e  w h is p e r e d  a s  h e  s te p p e d  b a c k  in to  th e  h a llw a y .  
T h e y  s h u t  th e  d o o r  a n d  ra n  b l in d ly  d o w n  th e  d a r k e n e d  h a ll  to  th e  e le v a to r s .  
A n d  th e n  th e r e  w a s  a  d in g . T h e  e le v a t o r  h a d  j u s t  a r r iv e d  o n  th e  s ix th  f lo o r .  
"S ta irs!"  c a l l e d  S te v e .  T h e y  b o r e  d o w n  o n  a  d o o r  to  th e  l e f t  a n d  b u r s t  
th r o u g h  it. T h e  la s t  o f  th e m  m a d e  it  in to  th e  s ta ir w e l l  j u s t  s e c o n d s  b e fo r e  a  
fr e s h m a n  s tu d e n t , p a y in g  h is  w a y  th r o u g h  c o l l e g e  b y  w o r k in g  n ig h t s  a s  a  
ja n ito r , b a c k e d  o u t  o f  th e  e le v a t o r  w i t h  a  c a r t a n d  a  h u g e  b o o m  b o x .  S t e v e ,  
R y a n , a n d  T o m  w e r e  d o w n  th e  s ta ir s  a n d  o u t  th e  lo b b y  d o o r s  in  a  f le e t in g  
m o m e n t .  T h e y  c la m b e r e d  in to  th e  c a r  p e e l e d  o n to  th e  s tr e e t.
I f  y o u  w e r e  s ta n d in g  th e r e  t e n  s e c o n d s  la ter , y o u  w o u ld  h a v e  s e e n  
r e d  a n d  b lu e  l ig h t s  r u s h  u p  th e  s tr e e t  to w a r d s  th e  o ld  p h y s i c s  b u i ld in g . Y o u  
m ig h t  s m i le  a s  y o u  r e a l iz e d  th a t S t e v e  w a s  h o m e  fr e e . Y o u 'd  p r o b a b ly  
w o n d e r  w h e th e r  s m u g g l in g  a  c h e a t  s h e e t  in to  a n  e x a m  is  w o r th  th e  a n g u is h .  
A n d  m a y b e  y o u 'd  w o n d e r  w h e th e r  p e o p le  d e s e r v e  a  s e c o n d  c h a n c e .  T h e n  
y o u 'd  p r o b a b ly  w o n d e r  w h o  g o t  th e  g ir l— S te v e n  H a r d in g  o r  P a u l R o s s .  I ’l l  
te l l  y o u :  S a m a n th a  b e c a m e  S t e v e ’ s  g ir l fr ie n d  a  f e w  w e e k s  a fte r  th e  n ig h t  
m is s io n .  T h e y ’r e  s t i l l  to g e th e r .  Y o u 'd  w o n d e r  a b o u t  th e  H ig h  L e v e l  R o a d —  
w h e th e r  y o u  c o u ld  g o  w a lk in g  th e r e  s o m e d a y .  Y o u 'd  z ip  u p  y o u r  ja c k e t ,  
tu rn  th e  c o l la r  u p  a n d  w a lk  a w a y ,  h a n d s  in  p o c k e t s ,  w o n d e r in g  a b o u t  th e  
g lo w .
T h e  E n d
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